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WILDFIRE SUPPRESSION ASSISTANCE ACT AND 
REVIEW OF THE FISCAL YEAR 1990 BUDGET 
PROPOSAL FOR THE FOREST SERVICE, U.S. 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 



WEDNESDAY, MARCH 1, 1989 

House of Representatives, 
Subcommittee on Forests, Family Farms, and Energy, 

Committee on Agriculture, 

Washington, DC. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:15 a.m., in room 
1302, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Harold L. Volkmer 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Olin, Stallings, Jontz, Johnson, Harris, 
Morrison, Marlenee, Smith, Schuette, and Herger. 

Also present: Representative E (Kika) de la Garza, chairman of 
the committee, and Representative Stenholm, member of the com- 
mittee. 

Staff present: Daniel E. Brinza, counsel; Vernie Hubert, associate 
counsel; Francie Monaghan, clerk; Timothy P. De Coster, James R. 
Lyons, James A. Davis, and Kraig Naasz. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. HAROLD L. VOLKMER, A 
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI 

Mr. Volkmer. The subcommittee will come to order. 

Our first order of business today is to receive testimony on legis- 
lation I have introduced, along with my colleagues, to make perma- 
nent the authority provided under the Temporary Emergency 
Wildfire Suppression Assistance Act. 

The measure pending before us today, H.R. 829, is essentially the 
same as the final version of a bill I sponsored last year which was 
approved by the House in the waning days of the session but which 
was not considered in the Senate. 

Working with the Forest Service and the Department of Agricul- 
ture last year, we drafted legislation, H.R. 4936, to authorize the 
use, under certain conditions, of funds available for fire fighting on 
Federal lands to reimburse foreign organizations for assistance in 
suppressing wildfires. In particular, the agency sought the author- 
ity m order to enlist the use of specialized aircraft from Canada to 
battle expected fires in the drought-stricken western United States. 

We hoped to have this authority to the Agriculture and Interior 
Departments by the middle of summer of last year, but the legisla- 
tion was bogged down for a while. As the severity of the fires in- 

(1) 
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creased, members of this committee worked with others in the 
House and Senate and the administration and developed a meas- 
ure, patterned after H.R. 4936, to provide this important authority 
on a temporary basis. 

This bill was enacted into law and utilized to some extent by the 
administration. The authorities provided in that act expired on De- 
cember 31, 1988. 

It is my intention to expedite the consideration of this bill and to 
seek the assistance of other interested committees in doing likewise 
so that the agencies, which must prepare for this year's fire season, 
will know early on whether they can count on this additional au- 
thority. 

[H.R. 829 and the prepared statement of Mr. Morrison follow:] 
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101st CONGRESS 
1st Session 



H. R. 829 



To make permanent the authority provided under the Temporary Emergency 
Wildfire Suppression Act. 



IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

February 2, 1989 
Mr. Volkmee (for himself, Mr. Morrison of Washington, Mr. AuCoin, Mr. De- 
Fazio, Mr. Hergeb, Mr. Lehman of California, Mr. Schuette, Mr. 
Robert F. Smith, and Mr. Vbnto) introduced the following bill; which 
was referred jointly to the Committees on Agriculture, Foreign Affairs, and 
Interior and Insular Affairs 



A BILL 

To make permanent the authority provided under the 
Temporary Emergency Wildfire Suppression Act. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representor 

2 tines of the Untied States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

4 This Act may be cited as the "Wildfire Suppression 

5 Assistance Act". 

6 SEC. 2. PERMANENT AUTHORITY. 

7 The Temporary Emergency Wildfire Suppression Act 

8 (Public Law 100-428) is amended by repealing section 5. 
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SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF 
H.R. 829 

Section l~ghort Title 

Section 1 will provide that the bill nay be cited as the 
"Wildfire Suppression Assistance Act* 1 . 

Section 2— permanent Authority 

Section 2 will repeal section 5 of the Temporary Emergency 
Wildfire Suppression Act to make permanent the authority provided 
under the Act. 

Under current lav, section 5 of the Temporary Emergency 
Wildfire Suppression Act provides that the authority to enter 
into agreements under section 3(a), to furnish or accept 
emergency wildfire protection resources under section 3 (b) , or to 
incur obligations for reimbursement under section 3(c), 
terminates on December 31, 1988. 

(Note: Section 3(a) of the Temporary Emergency Wildfire 
Suppression Act authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture or the 
Secretary of the Interior, in consultation with the Secretary of 
State, to enter into a reciprocal agreement with any foreign fire 
organization for mutual aid in furnishing wildfire protection 
resources for lands and other properties for which such Secretary 
or organization normally provides wildfire protection. 

Section 3(b) of the Temporary Emergency Wildfire Suppression 
Act authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture or the Secretary of 
the Interior, in the absence of any agreement authorized under 
section 3(a) of the Act, to furnish emergency wildfire protection 
resources to any foreign nation when the furnishing of these 
resources is determined by such Secretary to be in the best 
interest of the United States, and to accept emergency wildfire 
protection resources from any foreign fire organization when the 
acceptance of these resources is determined by such Secretary to 
be in the best interest of the United States. 

Section 3(c) of the Temporary Emergency Wildfire Suppression 
Act authorizes the reimbursement for the costs incurred by the 
Government of Canada or a Canadian organization in furnishing 
wildfire protection resources to the Government of the United 
States under the Memorandum entitled "Memorandum of Understanding 
Between the United States Department of Agriculture and 
Environment Canada on Cooperation in the Field of Forestry- 
Related Programs" dated June 25, 1982, and the arrangement 
entitled "Arrangement in the Form of an Exchange of Notes Between 
the Government of Canada and the Government of the United States 
of America" dated May 4, 1982, notwithstanding the provisions of 
section 3(a) or 3(b) of the Act.) 
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STATEMENT OF 

THE HONORABLE SID MORRISON 

CONCERNING A BILL TO MAKE PERMANENT 

"THE TEMPORARY EMERGENCY WILDFIRE SUPPRESSION ACT" 

MARCH 1, 19 89 

Mr. Chairman, I am delighted to join you in cosponsorship of 
this important legislation to make permanent the authority provided 
under the Temporary Emergency Wildfire Suppression Act. 

As you know, this act authorized the Secretary of Agriculture 
and the Secretary of the Interior to enter into reciprocal 
agreements with any foreign fire organization for mutual aid in 
wildfire protection and suppression. This authority expired on 
December 31, 1988. 

During our Subcommittee's joint hearing with the Interior 
Subcommittee on National Parks and Public Lands, I asked George 
Leanord, Associate Chief of the Forest Service, if that authority 
was useful and if it should be provided on a permanent basis? To 
which George responded that "it certainly was very useful and we 
strongly recommend that the Congress provide us that authority on a 
continuing basis." 

H.R. 829, by simply removing the the December 31, 19 88 
termination date, would make this important authority permanent. 
And, as I alluded to, it is my understanding that the Administration 
strongly supports the enactment of H.R. 829. 

Mr. Chairman, like you, I am hopeful that we can move this 
legislation through the Committee and to the floor in an expeditious 
manner, so that this authority will be restored before the 19 89 
summer fire season begins. 
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Mr. Volkmer. Before calling on our first witness to consider H.R. 
829, I would like to recognize any other gentleman of the subcom- 
mittee who would like to make a statement. 

The gentleman from Montana. 

Mr. Marlenee. Mr. Chairman, I commend you on having the 
hearing and for expediting the passage of the legislation, and I 
stand in full support from among the associated peer remarks in 
support of this legislation. 

Mr. Volkmer. Thank you very much. 

I will also note that the gentleman from Washington, I know, is 
tied up in other meetings and plans to be here at any moment. If 
he has a prepared statement, we will insert that statement in the 
record immediately following my opening statement. 

At this time I would like to follow up with Mr. George Dunlop, 
Assistant Secretary for Natural Resources and Environment, 
Forest Service for USDA, and Mr. Dale Robertson, Chief of Forest 
Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture who will be accompanied 
by Mr. George Leonard, Associate Chief, Forest Service, USDA. 

Mr. Dunlop, we have a copy of your statement which you may 
summarize or read in full. I do not believe that either your paper 
or Mr. Robertson's is very lengthy, and so I leave that up to you to 
decide which one you would like to use. 

But at any rate, the statements will be a part of the record. 

Mr. Dunlop. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

And indeed, I think that the bottom line is that the administra- 
tion strongly supports the enactment of H.R. 829. 

You, in your opening remarks, explained the circumstances that 
were placed in this legislation, and have stated it well, and I will 
not repeat it. 

But I would say that the Department regards the need for for- 
eign fire-fighting resources as a recurring one whenever we have 
had catastrophic wildfires which result in a commitment of all 
available Federal and State fire-fighting resources. 

And it may be of interest to the committee to know that because 
of the authorities that you granted last year on an emergency basis 
during the fires we had in the West, the Canadians were able to 
assist us with 125 helicopter support personnel, 12 airtankers, 8 
Bird Dog aircraft, 1 Falcon infrared aircraft which was very instru- 
mental in tracking the fires, 4 or 5 person water-handling teams, 
200 pumps, and 3,895 Pulaski handtools. 

So Mr. Chairman, this was an enormous benefit to us. I would 
say that the legislation, because it is reciprocal, would allow the 
United States and our various agencies to provide similar assist- 
ance to our Canadian friends or others who might help us. 

So, we do support the legislation. We appreciate your introducing 
it, and the members of your committee in sponsoring it. 

Mr. Volkmer. Thank you, Mr. Dunlop. 

Before we go on I would like to recognize the chairman of the 
full committee who has joined us, and I also would like to mention 
that he was the one known primarily, along with the members, for 
being primarily responsible for getting that temporary legislation 
through the committee last year. 

I would like to recognize the chairman. 

The Chairman. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
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All I have to say is that I am glad that you are moving on this 
legislation because yesterday at the chairman's meeting I advised 
the Speaker that they would do anything to move on this in the 
next 2 weeks. 

Thank you, very much. 

Mr. Volkmer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

All right, Mr. Robertson. 

Mr. Robertson. Mr. Chairman, I think Assistant Secretary 
Dunlop covered all of the key points, and I do not have anything to 
add. 

Mr. Volkmer. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Dunlop, the only question that I would ask would be about 
the equipment— that which was utilized with Canada— in your esti- 
mation, if you or Mr. Robertson or Mr. Leonard will be able to give 
me the answer on this, were we able to save some of our national 
resources in those fires in the West because of our utilization, and 
the second part of that question is if that is true, then the cost of it 
overcomes the— in other words, the savings, as we have suggested, 
the savings overcome the whole cost for what was approximately 
lost. Where are we on that? 

Mr. Dunlop. Mr. Chairman, I would like the Chief, if he would, 
to respond to that. 

Mr. Robertson. Yes, this equipment was very helpful. It resulted 
in us losing less forest land to fires, and I never looked at the cost 
versus benefit but I am just sure that what we have saved was 
equal to the cost or more. 

Mr. Volkmer. If we did not have this equipment we would have 
had to fight those fires anyway, in some way. 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. 

Mr. Volkmer. Without the equipment, then, we still had some 
cost anyway? 

Mr. Robertson. Well, you see most of those fires we had last 
year were in wilderness or in national parks where there was not 
much access. So, what we were really short of was aircraft, the hel- 
icopter people, the airtankers, the infrared aircraft, and so the Ca- 
nadians filled a vital resource that we were completely out of. 

Mr. Volkmer. In other words, they filled the void? 

Mr. Robertson. That is right. 

Mr. Dunlop. And Mr. Chairman, I might add that I think one of 
the other contributions that they made was to boost the level of 
morale for our people. Our people, of course, had been committed 
for a long time and they were just tired and worn-out and reaching 
fatigue levels. The Canadian people came in and offered this help 
and assistance. 

I think it is a major contribution to the fact that we had as few 
fatalities as we had in fighting these fires. It is a dangerous busi- 
ness, and that help came at a crucial time. 

Mr. Volkmer. Thank you very much. 

With that I recognize the gentleman from Montana for any ques- 
tions that you may have. 

Mr. Marlenee. What are the conditions right now? We have not 
had the amount of snow pack as we have had in the past, although 
the moisture conditions have improved, and I just would like for 
you to answer that question as far as what potential we have in 
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the West, because of the continued drought, for another like ar- 
rangement? 

Mr. Robertson. Well, we are tracking the weather conditions 
very closely this year to try to predict what is likely to happen this 
summer. 

Basically we are having a normal year in precipitation in most of 
the West, except California is low, and Arizona and New Mexico 
were low. 

But if you look at the rest of the Western States it is about a 
normal year, which does not do much to off-set the deficit we have 
out there in water, but at least it is a normal year. 

Mr. Marlenee. When the trees were drier than the lumbers 
coming out of the hills perhaps we have a very serious situation, 
because I think that potential danger still exists. 

Mr. Leonard. It is going to take a relatively long period of 
normal rains, or hopefully some above-normal rains to build up the 
deficit in moisture in those heavy fuels. We will not get a full re- 
covery in just 1 year. 

Mr. Marlenee. Is that right? 

That is very interesting. 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. The heavy fuels 

Mr. Marlenee. The legislation will help us deal with the poten- 
tial future disasters? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. 

Mr. Marlenee. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Volkmer. I would like to recognize the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia. 

Mr. Olin. I would like to commend the chairman for bringing 
this legislation before us. I think that everybody has cooperated 
fully. 

Mr. Volkmer. Well, we first started it out of here. 

The gentleman from California. 

Mr. Herger. I also thank the chairman and the committee for 
discussion of this legislation. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Volkmer. The gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. Jontz. I have no questions. 

Mr. Volkmer. Thegentleman from Alabama. 

Mr. Harris. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make an inquiry. I 
would like to ask some questions until I receive the signing to in- 
clude the markups on the bill. 

Mr. Volkmer. Yes. 

Mr. Stenholm. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

From March 11-15, 1988, my district experienced the largest 
grass-fire in recent history in the State of Texas. 

This wildfire created some 5 million acres in property damage, 
300 dead cows, and destroyed several camping areas. It also 
brought out probably the biggest fire fighting effort in Texas histo- 
ry with more than 400 fire fighters responding to battle the flames. 
The out-of-pocket costs to the Texas Forest Service in controlling 
this fire was approximately $297,110. The actual costs would have 
been much higher were it not for the fact volunteer firemen from 
every town within driving distance came to our assistance. 
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I think that this was a classical example of the State forestry 
agencies cooperating with the U.S. Forest Service. And I must say 
from the perspective of our office that the cooperation was very ex- 
emplary. For example, in addition to the U.S. Forest Service crews 
in Texas and New Mexico there were State forestry agency repre- 
sentatives from Arkansas, North Carolina, and Mississippi. 

The Texas Forest Service spent more money on controlling this 
one fire than the Texas Forest Service receives annually through 
the Federal Property Rural Fire Prevention Program. In fact, the 
Texas Forest Service received $239,361 this year which is only 5.1 
percent of the total fire-control budget. 

I recognize that Federal funding to the States has continued to 
be significantly reduced for reasons that we are all aware. The U.S. 
Forest Service has accelerated its request to send fire crews out of 
State to assist in Federal-suppression projects. 

Recently, for example, the Texas Forest Service has sent crews to 
Yellowstone, California, Oregon, North Carolina, Louisiana, and 
Montana to assist with these Federal fires. 

It seems rather obvious that the Federal Government is turning 
more and more of its wildfire responsibility over to the States. 

Mr. Dunlop, what is the basis for this action? Of course the 
Texas Forest Service is saying, when asked the question, is it not 
reasonable for the U.S. Forest Service to seek substantial increase 
in Federal funding to support the increase wildfire responsibilities 
being placed upon State forestry organizations? 

Mr. Volkmer. Could we hold onto this? I thought you were going 
to talk about the financial problems down here. This is budgetary. 
We are going to get into the budget in a minute. 

I would like to proceed for the record so that the record does not 
get all cluttered up to go ahead and take action on the bill that is 
before us, then we will go into a discussion of the Park Service. 

Mr. Stenholm. Go ahead. 

Mr. Volkmer. Before I recognize the gentleman from Montana 
for a motion — first of all, I think it was even the first time the gen- 
tleman from Texas walked in. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Stenholm. Mr. Chairman, I move that we refer to the full 
committee H.R. 829 with the usual language as necessary. 

Mr. Volkmer. Any discussion on the motion? 

[No response.] 

Mr. Volkmer. If there is no discussion, all in favor say aye. 

[A chorus of ayes.] 

Mr. Volkmer. All opposed say no. 

[No response.] 

Mr. Volkmer. The ayes have it. H.R. 829 will now be referred to 
the full committee for action. 

At this time we will begin with the second item of this hearing, 
the budget. It would be just as well if you go ahead and answer 
Charlie's question so we all know what has been happening for 
years with the Texas State Forest Service. 

Mr. Dunlop. Yes, sir, and thank you very much indeed, Con- 
gressman Stenholm. 

Let me state first of all that we have no plans, and it is not part 
of our overall scheme and never has been, to turn over to the 
States the responsibility for fighting fires on Federal land. That 
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would remain a Federal responsibility, and always would be as far 
as we are concerned — in the immediate future at least for what I 
can speak of. 

I do think that everything you have stated about the importance 
of cooperation is very true. We are very committed to it. We are 
greatly appreciative of the fact that people from Texas and all 
other States in fact willingly make their fire forces available for 
fire fighting outside of their States, and that you indicated that 
this benefits all the States because people came — as you said — from 
North Carolina and other places. 

I think the second point that I should make is that when we do 
ask peeple to come in and help suppress fires outside of their 
States, whether it is on Federal land or on other properties that 
they are called into, particularly on the Federal lands, we compen- 
sate them for that. They are paid — their expenses are paid. 

Of course it does mean that the States are encouraged and in- 
creasingly will have to have responsibility to build some fire-fight- 
ing infrastructure within their State. But the whole idea of that— 
the rationale, the theory, the basis of it, as you ask — is so that they 
can expect — other people will come in from other States when they 
have these catastrophic situations. 

So I think that, really, we should all be encouraged by the way 
in which the U.S. Forest Service and the States that have cooperat- 
ed over the past 4 or 5 years to build a phenomenally effective fire- 
fighting organization. 

Mr. Volkmer. Thank you. 

Mr. Stenholm. 

Mr. Stenholm. Thank you. 

As I mentioned earlier, the cooperation was tremendous. I could 
not say enough about the quality cooperation between the National 
Forest Service and the Texas Forest Service. It was tremendous. 

What is the recommendation in the budget for Federal fire fight- 
ing? Is it up or down from where you were last year? 

Mr. Dunlop. Yes, sir. In the initial budget that was set up by the 
administration in January, there was a request for about $10 mil- 
lion less than was appropriated in 1989 for grants to the States for 
the purposes of building their fire-fighting organizations. 

Mr. Stenholm. Was this because there was that much less need 
in 1989, or what was the rationale for making this request. 

Mr. Dunlop. Well, sir, it is kind of building on a philosophy or 
basis of thinking over the past several years that the States really 
do have a responsibility to build organizations and infrastructure 
on their own basis, since it does enormously benefit them within 
their own States. Given the fact that Federal dollars are tight, this 
would be a lower priority than other expenditures. 

But I think what I should also add is that there is a lot less in 
what we might call the Reagan budget proposal. Of course, since 
that was less than the fiscal year 1989 level, as we will get into in 
a minute as we discuss these things further, all of this is open for 
further discussion as we proceed with that actual fiscal year 1990 
budget. 

I think there is another point to it. I do not mean to prolong it. 
Part of the administration's proposal for fiscal year 1990 is to give 
a permanent solution to our fire fighting, fire suppression costs 
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problem by creating a permanent account. We will get into that a 
little bit more in detail. 

Mr. Volkmer. The gentleman from Texas. I would like to pro- 
ceed now, if we can, and then we will get into this issue in greater 
detail. 

Mr. Stenholm. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much you allow- 
ing me to get this statement in the record at £his time. 

My district had a tremendous wildfire. We appreciate so much 
the outstanding cooperation. 

Mr. Volkmer. We are going to be addressing this issue again as 
we did last year and the year before that, and I think that this is a 
little bit different from what is thought within the administration, 
and people on this subcommittee in regards to how to rank the pri- 
ority of this function. 

With that, go ahead with your prepared statement. 

STATEMENT OF GEORGE S. DUNLOP, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, 
NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT, U.S. DEPARTMENT 
OF AGRICULTURE 

Mr. Dunlop. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Indeed we welcome the 
opportunity to appear before you and your committee, and appreci- 
ate the attention that all of your members have shown to the 
Forest Service budget. 

Before Chief Robertson discusses the budget in detail, permit me, 
if I could, to explain very briefly some of the policy issues ad- 
dressed in the administration's initial budget request in the revi- 
sions which affect the Forest Service. 

President Bush submitted his budget revisions to the Congress on 
February 9, and these provisions included two aspects which could 
have a significant impact on the Forest Service program for fiscal 
year 1990. 

First of all, as we were discussing previously with Congressman 
Stenholm, the President proposes to increase the request for fire 
fighting— actually, let me state that correctly. The I*resident pro- 
poses to increase the request for acquisitions for recreation land or 
about $206 million for the Forest Service and the Department of 
the Interior. This matches the total appropriated amount by Con- 
gress for land acquisition in 1989. The Forest Service share for the 
1989 appropriations is $64 million, and the allocation for such 
funds among the various land-management organizations for 1990 
will be developed in consideration of overall priorities among po- 
tential parcels. 

We are now coordinating with Interior and the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget to establish a system to identify and prioritize 
such acquisitions. 

The first change in the budget is this land acquisition account: 
$64 million for the Forest Service. The second aspect is that the re- 
mainder of the Forest Service budget is subject to the President's 
flexible freeze proposal. This proposal is intended to hold fiscal 
year 1990 outlays for a number of discretionary programs to the 
fiscal year 1989 outlay level. The distribution of appropriations 
among various programs and agencies is subject to negotiation with 
Congress, and about $136 billion is on the table. 
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Precisely what this means for the Forest Service budget is uncer- 
tain because it is completely open to negotiation. But I did want 
the committee to know that there is a range of about $150 to $200 
million difference between the fiscal year 1989 level that was ap- 
propriated and the fiscal year 1990 accounts. The negotiations will 
then, of course, affect the eventual allocations. 

All of us, of course, are too painfully aware that the overall defi- 
cit situation requires us to submit a budget which is below the 
amounts that were appropriated for fiscal year 1989. And while the 
revised budget permits this flexibility that I have discussed, there 
is still a need for restraint. Until such time as when the negotia- 
tions are completed, our instructions are that the initial budget 
proposal that was made will be controlling. 

Mr. Chairman, my testimony goes into some detail about the re- 
quest, the proposal for the National Forest System, for the research 
arm, and for the State and private forestry arm of the Forest Serv- 
ice, but what I would like to do would be just to submit that and 
maybe summarize by making a point that I wanted to mention ear- 
lier about this fire-fighting business. 

The initial budget proposes a major improvement in funding for 
forest fire protection. A permanent indefinite appropriation would 
be established for fire protection, emergency suppression, and 
emergency rehabilitation of burned-over lands. It would be fi- 
nanced from the general fund and off-set by deposits of timber and 
on-shore mineral receipts from the general fund. The amount of 
the deposit would be deducted, in our proposal, from total receipts 
prior to calculating payments to the States. This whole proposal in 
itself would provide an automatic dependable appropriation for 
meeting our fundamental responsibilities for protecting public 
safety and valuable natural resources. 

Now, if I may, Mr. Chairman, as you know there are going to be 
a lot of transitions at the Department. There will be new Assistant 
Secretaries, and one thought that I wanted to leave with this com- 
mittee pertains to this business about fighting fires, and how we 
deal with it, particularly in wilderness areas. All of us who are in- 
terested in improving the quality of our natural environment need 
to reflect upon these things in the months ahead. 

One of the lessons we have been forcefully reminded of through 
the fires this past summer is that the potential force of fire is just 
awesome. It can lead to great costs in terms of resources destroyed 
and investments lost, and involves substantial direct costs for sup- 
pression as we have been discussing. 

This suggests to me that we do need to pay careful attention to 
presuppression activities, including vegetative management in all 
areas. This applies to wilderness areas as well as areas managed 
for multiple uses. The designation of wilderness should not mean 
that we can ignore the fire. This raises the question of appropriate- 
ness of activities undertaken in wilderness and presuppression ac- 
tivities in particular. 

We need in many ways to use a program of prescribed burning 
and presuppression to mitigate the wildfire threat to the wilder- 
ness areas, to adjacent lands, to nearby developments and other 
ownerships. In other cases it may be desirable to interrupt large 
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contiguous areas of heavy-fuel types to reduce the risk of uncon- 
trollable fires. 

In short, we all need to consider the degree to which we now 
impose restrictions in wilderness in fire fighting and fire suppres- 
sion and presuppression activities, and whether more latitude in 
our practices would permit better protection of these extremely 
valuable resources. 

I offer that to your committee for your review and consideration 
as you contemplate these things in the years ahead. 

I would like to close, if I may, to take a moment to commend the 
Congress for actions that have permitted the Forest Service to im- 
prove its efficiency in its service to the public. You all have been 
very helpful in helping guide the Forest Service through some im- 
portant changes, and we are appreciative of it. 

In 1989, there was a change from a 1- to a 2-year fund availabil- 
ity for Forest Service funds, and this is very important. It allows 
better project planning and implementation and flexibility to deal 
with the natural vagaries of fire and weather. Second, congression- 
al support for the pilot project the Chief is undertaking to simplify 
the budget structure. As part of this procedure, budgets were allo- 
cated to the pilot test forests by appropriation totals and a set of 
targets rather than by detailed line item funds within each appro- 
priation. The results so far look very promising for the Forest Serv- 
ice. 

It already has provided a means to stretch these limited Federal 
dollars and to expand opportunities for increased public use and 
enjoyment of the lands managed by the Forest Service. 

The project also reflects Forest Service progress in implementing 
improved accounting systems. It reduces the need to come back to 
Congress for numerous minor adjustments with consolidated 
budget line items. Further, the Timber Sale Program Information 
Reporting System or TSPIRS, a detailed timber sale cost account- 
ing system, will give the Congress and the executive branch a 
better basis for making funding decisions. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, these efforts that 
have been undertaken over the past several years need your con- 
tinuing support, and speaking for myself I commend you and the 
committee for your past support of these activities. 

I also believe it is important that the record show that the Forest 
Service has over the past decade, even with budget restraints, 
achieved record levels of output in significantly expanded public 
service in every regard. This has been done with 28 percent fewer 
employees in fiscal year 1988 than we had in fiscal year 1979, and 
with funding levels that are 13 percent lower in real terms in fiscal 
year 1988 compared to 1979. 

Actions taken to bring about this dramatic increase in efficiency 
includes undertaking a number of special productivity studies and 
teams, installing a modern computer system throughout the Forest 
Service, and sharing administrative services among various organi- 
zations. 

The Forest Service has undertaken bold initiatives designed to 
encourage individuals closest to the on-the-ground resources to be 
innovative, to think on their own thereby reducing dependency on 
heavy layers of middle management. 
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Again, congressional support and encouragement for this ap- 
proach has been helpful, and is something we appreciate very 
much. 

Before I conclude and turn over to Chief Robertson, I would like 
to say that my years of working with the Forest Service have been 
a pleasure. I appreciate the courtesies and the constructive work- 
ing relationships that this committee has extended to me personal- 
ly and to the Secretary of Agriculture, and that also includes your 
staff. 

You and the Forest Service are engaged, in my judgment, in im- 
portant undertakings and purposes, and I trust that with your help 
the Forest Service will continue to provide outstanding service to 
the Nation. 

So I thank you, Mr. Chairman, and extend my greatest respects 
to you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Dunlop appears at the conclusion 
of the hearing.] 

Mr. Volkmer. Thank you very much, Mr. Dunlop. 

Chief Robertson. 

STATEMENT OF F. DALE ROBERTSON, CHIEF, FOREST SERVICE, 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Mr. Robertson. Mr. Chairman, again I think Assistant Secretary 
Dunlop has hit the key points that are reflected in our budget. I 
think I will just enter my statement in the record and go directly 
to questions. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Robertson appears at the conclu- 
sion of the hearing.] 

Mr. Volkmer. OK. 

I recognize the gentleman from Washington for any questions 
that he may have. 

Mr. Morrison. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will start by stating 
my appreciation for your service and your kind words for us at this 
time. That is very positive. 

There are always some concerns, I guess. The first concern I 
have, Chief, is the proposed timber sale program, 11.35 billion 
board feet. 

I guess the fundamental question for this subcommittee is that 
sustainable? Is that set for future years in mind with the fiscal 
year ahead of us? 

Mr. Robertson. Well, we just completed a record 2 years of 
timber harvest on the national forests. Last year we had an 11.6 
billion board feet harvest and 12.6 or 12.7 the previous year. 

So, with the timber sales under contract right now, the Forest 
Service is at an almost all-time low of about 22 billion board feet, 
and that is less than 2 years of timber harvest under contract. 

So, we anticipate that harvest again in 1989 will exceed what we 
have put on the market, so that will go down further. 

Now this 11.35 offer that we have in our budget is not sustain- 
able in the future. We used some of the excess timber receipts we 
got last year in order to boost the 1990 program to 11.35, and it is 
only sustainable at about 11 billion in the out-years. 
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Mr. Morrison. Does that coincide with forest plans as they are 
growing together? 

Mr. Leonard. Mr. Morrison, I might add there that when the 
Chief says it is not sustainable, it is not sustainable in terms of the 
Forest Service advanced preparation work. 

The actual level is within the levels that we anticipate will have 
in our upcoming forest plans, so from the standpoint of our ability 
to sustain that level of growth out in perpetuity these levels are 
sustainable. 

Our problem is in terms of the amount of sales preparation work. 

Mr. Morrison. So it is the bureaucracy which is the limiting 
factor, not the growth of the forests? 

Mr. Leonard. That is correct. 

Mr. Morrison. So, it is the accumulation — the total on the 
sales — excuse me, on the planning packages as they come together 
across the Nation will be somewhere in this vicinity? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. They will be above the 11.3. 

Mr. Morrison. Thank you. 

A question on the unobligated land acquisition fund. There is an 
attempt to transfer $55 million of those to the National Forest 
System to cover the fire costs. Is that still the intent — and some of 
us are concerned about that because we made some amendments 
on land acquisition? I wondered how that ties in with the new ad- 
ministration's request to expand on that. 

Mr. Dunlop. Yes, sir. As we speak now that is the intent, but it 
is under review. 

The actual transfer of those funds has not taken place from the 
land acquisition accounts to the fire-suppression accounts. 

But as we now stand, that would proceed very frankly because 
we have to have the funds to fight the fire and there is no immedi- 
ate availability of funds to do that except from that account. 

Now the good news is that we have a plan so that this will not 
recur in future years— the permanent fund. The other aspects in- 
clude the supplemental appropriation requests that we have for 
fiscal year 1989. 

But as we now speak, I would expect that probably we would 
continue to take those funds from land acquisition. But it is under 
review. 

Mr. Morrison. I think some of us have some concerns about your 
plan to get those funds. We would love to work with you to find the 
right answer. I am not sure you are on the right path, but I, No. 1, 
concur and congratulate you on surviving the most difficult of fire 
seasons. 

Also I should congratulate you on how innovative you have been 
on where you have reached to get money to cover these fire fight- 
ing costs when I do not think you have had the support through 
OMB that you really needed to cover these costs. 

Without being too critical allow me to say that we would like to 
work with you on finding some sort of opportunity so that you get 
money in the bank, and would not have to borrow a variety of dif- 
ferent funds to actually subvert the use the mishandling of those 
funds as you take on responsibility for firefighters. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Volkmer. The gentleman from Virginia. 
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Mr. Oun. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to ask Chief Robertson a little bit more detail about 
this subject of a change in the handling of funds to fight fires and 
to suppress fires. 

Is it true that due to the gross timber receipts which amounts to, 
if I am reading it right here, you believe these 1990 estimates to be 
$1 billion. 

Is that correct? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. 

Mr. Oun. And running somewhere between 869.8— in that range. 

And you are going to deduct from that an amount that is — what 
numbers do you have; $300 million? How do you determine how 
much you deduct for the purpose of fighting fires? 

Mr. Robertson. As in the past, this budget has a proposal, I be- 
lieve, for $382 million for fire fighting for the Forest Service, and 
that includes both emergency fire fighting as well as our regular 
fire prevention and our fire presuppression. 

So the proposal is that we take that out of the timber and miner- 
al receipts. 

Now this fire fighting 

Mr. Olin. It is mostly timber. Mineral is pretty small. 

Mr. Robertson. Well, this is the combined fire-fighting account 
for the Department of the Interior agencies and the Forest Service, 
and so we are tapping into the mineral receipts from the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. I think probably that minerals are contribut- 
ing as much or little more than timber. 

Mr. Oun. You are going to have to allocate a portion of that to 
the national forest accounts. Is that right? 

What I am trying to get at ultimately here is what is the effect 
going to be on the amount of money you have over the years you 
have been paying annually to the counties and that have national 
forest? That calculation comes off of the timber sales of the nation- 
al forest. Is that correct? 

Mr. Robertson. That is correct; $64 million, and that is about 
18.4 percent of the receipts that would normally go to counties. 

Mr. Oun. What was $64 million? 

Mr. Robertson. In other words, due to this fire-fighting fund it 
will reduce receipts to the counties, about $64 million from the 
Forest Service now, not the Interior. 

And that is due to the proposal that we pay for fire-fighting 
funds out of gross receipts before the county gets their 25-percent 
share rather than out of net receipts, which would be 

Mr. Oun. That 25-percent share has been running, let us say, 
225 million, or something like that? 

Mr. Robertson. Last year it was about $300 million, I believe; 
1988 was $328 million. 

Mr. Oun. That is about a 20-percent reduction? 

Mr. Robertson. I believe it is 18.4, if my calculations are right. 

Mr. Olin. OK. Now this gross fire-fighting thing would come out 
of the BLM as well as the national forest? 

Mr. Robertson. That is correct. 

Mr. Olin. It would be allocated, I take it, according to the acre- 
age and also to the — it would be allocated by the timber sales and 
the mineral receipts? 
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Mr. Robertson. Yes. 

Mr. Olin. So, the bulk of the money would fall on BLM, I take it, 
under this proposal? 

Mr. Robertson. Well, as I mentioned, it comes out of Interior 
minerals and timber receipts, which would be BLM, and our timber 
receipts and mineral receipts, and as it comes out it is close to 
about 50-50 receipts between the two departments. 

Now I have a sheet of paper here, Congressman Olin, that shows 
the amount of receipts by timber and minerals from Interior, 
USDA and how that would effect payments to counties, and I can 
submit this for the record. 

Mr. Oun. If he could, Mr. Chairman, could he submit this paper 
which shows the detail of the timber receipts and mineral receipts? 

Mr. Volkmer. Yes. Perhaps we can make copies for all of the 
members. 

Mr. Oun. That would be helpful. 

I wanted to ask you, though, do you plan to set up a reserve fund 
then for fire-fighting purposes of some magnitude? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. What we would propose to do 

Mr. Olin. That would be sort of in the nature of a trust fund, as 
it were? 

Mr. Robertson. We would, as part of our regular budget process 
give the Congress an estimate of how much money we think we are 
going to need for the following summer, or following year, and then 
that would be set aside as a permanent, indefinite appropriation 
coming out of receipts. 

Mr. Olin. And how would you replenish that fund, year by year? 

Mr. Robertson. Well, it would come out of receipts. We have 
always got receipts coming into the Federal Treasury, and if we do 
not need all that we set aside in the beginning, then we will return 
money back to the Treasury. If we overspend, like we would have 
this last year, then we will make it up out of next year's receipts to 
compensate for the 

Mr. Oun. The amount of money you are appropriating each year 
would depend upon your actual experience in the past year. You do 
not have any trust funds built up at this point. You are starting 
from zero, so I presume you are going to appropriate what you 
might think would be an average situation? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. 

Mr. Oun. And then in the future, and you have a bad year— and 
this is going to fluctuate, and the effect on the counties that have 
been receiving some revenue here would be that the bigger the pie, 
the less their revenue? 

Mr. Robertson. That is correct. 

Mr. Oun. In subsequent years. That is the way it would work? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. 

Mr. Oun. And you really do not have a plan that would set up 
some kind of a reserve fund that could be replenished on some kind 
of a steady basis. You put in a year's worth every year and there 
would be enough reserve to take care of the ups and downs. That is 
not your concept? 

Mr. Robertson. No. It is not to set up a trust fund. 



Digitized by 



Google 



18 

Mr. Oun. In the past, I think you— is it true you have handled 
these ups and downs through the timber sales betterment pro- 
gram? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. 

Mr. Oun. You have had a reserve, though, up there that has 
given you some ability to level out the fire-fighting costs? 

Mr. Robertson. That worked great up until this year, and be- 
cause of the huge cost of $413 million last year fire fighting we de- 
pleted this KVfund. 

Mr. Oun. It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that this thing does 
need to be subject to considerable thought. We are going to get an 
awful reaction from the counties; I can tell you that. Suddenly they 
are going to have to pay for forest fires someplace, particularly 
those counties that do not anticipate — that do not happen to be un- 
fortunate not to have forest fires — maybe that might be the case 
year after year. 

I think that this is going to be very hard for the rural areas to 
take, frankly, very, very hard. I would hate to go out and say this 
small amount of revenue which, to them, is significant. It is going 
to be because of some accounting change suddenly — not only re- 
duced by 20 percent but subject to annual ups and downs which 
would be totally at random. 

That is no way a municipality likes to plan its future, and I have 
counties that have one-third to one-half national forests. They have 
a very low tax base as it is, and this is going to be making it lower. 

So I think this aspect, Mr. Chairman, is going to need a lot of 
attention. I do not know that it is going to fall on very receptive 
ecu's. 

Mr. Robertson. I would just like to add, Congressman Olin, we 
have a serious problem. Somehow we have got to deal with this fire 
fighting. 

Mr. Oun. There needs to be some kind of fund that can take 
care of the ups and downs in the acts of nature. That is quite obvi- 
ous. 

But should it be that money? That is the question. You have se- 
lected timber sales which have always been, over the years, been 
disposed of 25 percent to the counties and 75 percent to the gener- 
al, and you have decided that you are going to change that. There 
are other ways you can do it — is all I am suggesting. And maybe 
you ought to look at a few. 

I think this is going to fall on some very deaf ears. That is my 
opinion. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Volkmer. Before we proceed for the next member's ques- 
tions, Mr. Dunlop, do you make submissions on the budget? You 
make up your own and then submit them to OMB. Is that correct 
in the budgetary process. 

Mr. Dunlop. Well sir, that is part of the process. Of course the 
agencies make a request or recommendation to the Office of the 
Secretary, then in the Office of the Secretary it gets further mas- 
saged, and the bigger picture is included, and then we ship it over 
to OMB and they have a bigger perspective even than us, and so 
they massage it a little bit more, then what comes back is the ad- 
ministration's budget. 
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Mr. Volkmer. Right. 

Do you have a copy of what the agency submitted to OMB with 
you. 

Mr. Dunlop. You mean the Department? 

Mr. Volkmer. Yes, the Department's submission. 

I would like to have that so when we look at all of this stuff we 
have something to look at as far as what you needed, where you 
needed it, what you were thinking before it went to OMB, and they 
changed some things. 

Mr. Robertson. Yes, sir, we will give you 

Mr. Dunlop. We have both what the Forest Service recommend- 
ed to my office, and then what the Department recommended to 
OMB 

Mr. Volkmer. Yes, I would like that. 

Mr. Robertson. And then passed back. 

Mr. Volkmer. Right. 

Tim, did you get that? 

With that we will go to the gentleman from South Dakota for 
questioning. 

Mr. Johnson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I wonder if you might elaborate on the additional $9 million de- 
lived from expanded recreation-user charges and the legislation to 
expand user fees, you indicate, soon to be submitted to Congress? I 
wonder if you might elaborate to us what this involves. 

Mr. Dunlop. For a number of years, at least since I have been 
aboard since 1986, the administration has sought and expanded au- 
thority to collect user fees on a very limited basis in areas where 
there are specific services provided. 

In other words, if there is a campground or other facilities like a 
boat ramp where we have had to make a capital investment or oth- 
erwise engage in capital costs, we would like to have authority to 
collect fees commensurate with that value. We have submitted that 
in the past, and would very much like to think about that as part 
of the budget in the future. 

I should say, sir, that if that concept is widely supported by 
recreation organizations and conservation people, they feel that 
they would like to come to the table of these budget considerations 
with a contribution so that we can justify a fine level of recreation 
activity. 

Mr. Johnson. Essentially the same program that has been 
brought here in the past. 

Mr. Dunlop. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Johnson. All right. 

One other question; you note that, except for cooperative pest 
surveys and funding to Minnesota for intensive management asso- 
ciated with the Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilderness, financial 
assistance to the States would be discontinued in the State and pri- 
vate forestry category, as well as termination of the forest manage- 
ment and utilization program. 

How much money was in the current fiscal year for financial as- 
sistance to the States? Would you refresh my memory on that? 

Mr. Robertson. Well, our total appropriation for fiscal year 1989 
was $86.7 million. Historically, and I suspect is true for 1989, about 
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50 percent of that goes to the States in financial assistance; that 
would be around $43 to $45 million. 

Mr. Johnson. Is there any recommendation to the States on how 
they are supposed to make up the difference here or simply "it is 
your problem now"? 

Mr. Robertson. The intent is that the States and the private 
landowners look at their priorities. If it is important to put in for- 
estry that the States then would decide how much money they 
would put into the States or into forestry and whether they wanted 
to make up all or part of this. 

Mr. Dunlop. Congressman, I might say, following up on a point 
the chairman brought up a minute ago, that it is important to the 
Forest Service and the programs that they have with the States 
that they have good relations with them. 

I think that this is an example of one of the cases where the 
Office of the Secretary would intervene and say "look, we would 
really like, all things considered, to be able to continue this type of 
financial assistance, but frankly in the constrained budget environ- 
ment we cannot afford that. Since there is a substantial benefit in 
local areas for these types of activities, maybe the States ought to 
take that responsibility and we will concentrate our particular con- 
tribution in this area to research, technology, and things that are 
not practical to be done at the State level." 

So, that is the rationale, and I think rather than to have the 
Chief defend that in every detail I will take responsibility for that. 

Mr. Johnson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Volkmer. The gentleman from California. 

Mr. Herger. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chief Robertson, I would like to ask about sustainable yield. It is 
a very touchy issue certainly in many of our areas. I do not think 
any prudent person would want to harvest beyond what is sustain- 
able. 

I believe that we have pretty much clarified something that you 
said earlier, but you did make a statement that right now we were 
cutting at a greater— if I understood it correctly— at a greater 
degree than what was sustainable, and I noticed that our press was 
writing all of that down. I believe it was clarified that we did not 
mean we were cutting down more than what is sustainable, but I 
did not notice them writing it down at that time. 

I would just like you to clarify that again, and my question is to 
what degree could we cut and be sustainable? What are we cutting 
now? What could we be cutting? Are we cutting below that amount 
that we are able to sustain or not? Could you just clarify that 
please? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. Thank you for the opportunity to clarify 
that because I gave a very narrow answer that was restrictive to 
the budget. 

As far as the land-management plans and what a sustained 
board level of timber that we can sustain over time, although we 
are still finalizing them in Oregon, Washington, and California, I 
believe that we will come out somewhere between 11 and 12 billion 
board feet. We can sustain this level from a forest plan and a bio- 
logical standpoint. 
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In my answer to that question, I was looking at the budget. The 
timber sales have to be in the pipeline for 4 or 5 years before they 
are ready to be offered on the market. Primarily because of ap- 
peals, lawsuits, and lost work previously done on timber sales by 
having to pull out of them and not put them on the market, as well 
as some interruption from fires the last 2 or 3 years, the pipeline 
for timber sales — advanced timber sale preparation — is way down. 
The context of my answer is this; the fiscal year budget is not ade- 

auate to complete the advanced timber sale preparation to build 
tie pipeline back up so we may sustain 11.35 billion over the next 
2 to 3 to 4 years. 

Mr. Herger. Thank you. 

Do you have any numbers of what, biologically, we could cut and 
still be sustainable if we had the budget to do so? 

Mr. Robertson. We are still trying to finalize the land-manage- 
ment plans in your area in northern California and Oregon and 
Washington. The rest of them are pretty well completed. I think 
we are going to come out somewhere around 11.5 to 12 billion; how- 
ever, there are still the big timber areas of California, Oregon, and 
Washington as yet to be determined. 

Mr. Herger. Chief, that would be sustainable for 100 years. Is 
that right? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. 

Mr. Dunlop. Forever. We operate on a 100-year rotation. 

Mr. Herger. Is it not true that we can cut quite a bit more than 
that and still be sustainable? Are we about at the point that 

Mr. Robertson. It varies by section of the country. In northern 
California, Oregon and Washington we have been operating pretty 
much up at the maximum level under the old plans, and there is 
not a lot of room to expand in addition to that. 

Now we have other parts of the country, for example the Lakes 
States, we have been cutting way below what the sustainable level 
was just because the markets were not there. So we can expand in 
certain areas. 

But California, Oregon, and Washington have been operating 
right up almost to the old plan level, which is the sustained year 
level. 

Mr. Leonard. I might just add there that this is based on what 
we think is a balanced multiple-use program for that forest with 
full protection for viable wildlife, recreation, and other programs. 

If you were simply to look at those forests, and at how much 
trees could you grow without paying a lot of attention to recreation 
values and whatnot, then the capabilities are much greater. If you 
managed them strictly as a tree farm and just meeting the mini- 
mum requirements for water and air quality, the biological poten- 
tial to grow wood is greater. 

But we are managing these forests in the multiple-use context, 
and as such, the 11 or 12 billion board foot range the Chief cited 
does, in fact, describe the biological potential of those forests. 

Mr. Herger. Thank you very much. 

I see my time is up. One just quick comment. 

It seems like each year we have a budget that would reduce our 
25 percent growth allowance that goes to our local communities. I 
wish we would stop doing this. Every year we beat it back, but we 
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have to fight this battle in our local communities. I am sure you 
are aware of how much trouble we are having here in Washington. 
They are having more problems in the local communities. 

In California in our rural communities alone if we do what you 
propose our communities would receive almost $14 million less for 
their schools and their roads, and I really think we should begin 
looking somewhere else as a source for this funding, particularly 
when we are making money off harvesting our local communities, 
not losing money. 

Mr. Dunlop. Your remarks are well taken, Congressman. We un- 
derstand. I think that the rationale has always been that you pay 
your dividends on the net rather than on the gross. If a private 
firm gave its dividends out on its gross sales, it would be bankrupt. 

So that is the theory, and there are these other factors that you 
have described. The importance of a wood fiber to a national econo- 
my, the macroeconomy you might say, the housing construction na- 
tionwide or anything else, the cost of that infrastructure that is 
necessary to get those trees to that marketplace. 

These other factors that you have mentioned are things that are 
certainly important and are under consideration in the budget that 
is being considered by the Congress. The Bush administration in 
the conferences that are taking place would be very mindful of 
what you have said. 

Mr. Herger. Thank you. 

Mr. Volkmer. Thank you very much. 

The Chair would like to recognize the gentleman from Alabama. 

Mr. Harris. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

What are the anticipated revenues in 1990 Forest Service, Chief? 

Mr. Robertson. $1.7 billion. 

Mr. Harris. That is total revenue? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. 

Mr. Harris. All right. Now, we had $2.7 billion appropriated in 
1989, and you are asking for $2.5 billion for 1990? 

Mr. Robertson. That is correct. 

Mr. Harris. Excuse me. 

Mr. Robertson. The net costs of running the Forest Service we 
anticipate to be about $800 million. 

Mr. Harris. Now I had understood the flexible freeze was 1989 
adjusted for inflation. If 1989 was $2.7, then it is adjusted the 
wrong way. It ends up at $2.5 billion, is it not? 

Mr. Robertson. I believe the idea 

Mr. Harris. Do you have a different definition? Your under- 
standing? 

Mr. Robertson. It is my understanding the flexible freeze would 
not — the $136 billion that is in the flexible freeze — does not include 
inflation. In other words, it is actual money outlaid in 1989. 

Mr. Harris. All right. You mean part of it is flexible and some of 
it is inflexible? Is that what you are saying? 

Mr. Robertson. It was not increased for inflation. 

Mr. Harris. The flexible freeze, at least as I understood the defi- 
nition of 1989 adjustment for inflation — some of it is and some of it 
is not from what you are proposing? 

Mr. Robertson. Well, there are two things going on here. We 
have the Forest Service budget which you have which was submit- 
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ted by the Reagan administration, and you will see columns in 
there of base. 

Mr. Harris. This is much better, I will agree about that. 

Mr. Robertson. The base column does not start with 1989 dollars 
and incorporate inflation. The flexible freeze by the Bush adminis- 
tration goes back to actual dollars outlayed in 1989 without infla- 
tion. 

Mr. Harris. I have seen estimates as high as $30 million saved 
by the Federal Government last year because of the use of States 
for fire fighting. Do you agree that it was a large savings to the 
Federal Government that could have been given to the States to 
fight the fires? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. 

Mr. Harris. Would you agree that the figure is as high as 32? 
Would you have access to some information? 

Mr. Robertson. I do not have any better figure, but it is many, 
many millions of dollars I would say. 

Mr. Leonard. I might say that we had crews from 39 different 
States on the Yellowstone area fires. If we had not had those 
crews, there were no alternatives except to bring in additional mili- 
tary. 

The difference was that while the help we got from the military 
was invaluable it was — people who had 2 days of training before 
they came out of the military base to the fire; whereas, the crews 
we got from the States were long-time professional fire fighters or- 
ganized into efficient crews with proper overhead. 

I think the savings we got from the use of those State crews were 
miscalculated; I think— it was $30 million 

Mr. Harris. And we are agreed that you cannot keep the capa- 
bility, whether it be the States or the Feds— geared up to what we 
have had in the last 3 years — that is a very costly thing in and of 
itself, would it not? 

Mr. Leonard. It would not make any sense for an organization 
to develop the capability for deeding with the worst case. The idea 
of mutual aid moving back and forth is legitimate for the local 
towns with their adjacent towns; it is legitimate for States. 

It also provides opportunities for State crews. For example, a 
State may go for several years without any significant fire prob- 
lems on that State's area of jurisdiction, so by allowing them to 
move around the country they can get experiences and maintain 
their capabilities much greater than they would otherwise. 

So I think everybody benefits by that interchange of people back 
and forth. The issue is really how you fund that type of a capabil- 
ity. 

Mr. Harris. And the real issue here, I guess as far as we are con- 
cerned, is just what kind of signals do we send to the States when 
recognizing that they saved the Government a lot of money last 
year if we are talking about cutting funding for the fire protection 
and fire fighting, and we may not have that ability the next round. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Excuse me. I did not mean to cut you off. 

Mr. Robertson. I was just going to point out that I think Assist- 
ant Secretary Dunlop's testimony said the Forest Service had re- 
duced our personnel by about 28 percent since 1979, and a lot of 
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that came from our fire crews. The reason we could make that ad- 
justment in our fire crews was because in emergency situations 
and bad fire years, we have been able to pull in so many well- 
trained State crews, and that is one of the things that has helped 
us reduce people in the Forest Service. 

Mr. Harris. And we want to help you. We just do not want our 
funds cut. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Volkmer. Thank you. 

The Chair will recognize the gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. Smith. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chief, could you tell me the cost of the budget as to the timber 
receipts, which is a different function of the budget? 

Mr. Robertson. Are you talking about 1989? 

Mr. Smith. Right. 

Mr. Robertson. Our anticipated receipts in 1989 is about $1 bil- 
lion on regular national forest land, O&C lands in Oregon is an- 
other $24 million, and salvage sales would be about another $50 to 
$75 million. 

So we are looking at between $1 billion and $1.1 billion. 

Mr. Smith. And the costs? 

Mr. Robertson. The costs of the total timber sale program are 
approximately $519 million. 

So it runs about 50 percent of the anticipated revenues. 

Mr. Smith. Well the point is that all you have to do is manage 
timber if you make $500 million? 

Mr. Robertson. That is correct. 

Mr. Smith. Thank you. 

Let us talk about tnis receipt thing. We do not have to talk about 
this long because it is not going to last long. 

Interior Committee has already made its recommendation that 
this method of funding fires is not going to wash. This committee 
has made that recommendation already that this dog will not hunt, 
and that leaves us with the alternatives of finding the measures to 
assist with this firefighting fund, and what the gentleman from 
Virginia has mentioned is a reserve fund of some sort. 

As you know several of us are working on a program like that, so 
I would like to extend to you my outreached hand simply to ask 
you to give us some alternatives. This is not going to work. We are 
not going to pass this program so we are going to need another 
method of funding for firefighting in this country, and I am asking 
you to bring us some alternatives. 

Now I know you are bound to try to protect this part of the 
budget, but you are not bound when I ask you to give us some al- 
ternatives that we can use to help fund this fire-fighting program. I 
appreciate it if you would do that. 

Just in passing, Mr. Dunlop, you know very well that large por- 
tions of the West are owned by the Federal Government — 52 per- 
cent of Oregon— in some cases, 78 percent of the counties. This has 
nothing to do with the comparisons to a business net or gross. This 
has to do, as you well know, with the Federal Government's re- 
quirement that they pay property taxes on the land that they own 
in the West. A 25-percent ratio is close to what should be paid in 
property taxes. 
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So the question of paying it out at net or gress is not an issue. If 
you do not pay your property taxes, somebody else pays it, and in 
this case, of course, the huge burden lies in the West where the 
timber is in this country and in other parts of this country, as well, 
so you are shifting property taxes in this kind of proposal. It is not 
a question of gross or net. We have talked about that. You do not 
have to answer. 

Now, I am interested in the reduction proposed in this budget of 
some 150 million board feet that will be off-sale in 1990 when I also 
noted that we are marketing about 1 billion more board feet a year 
than we are actually selling. 

Now how long can we continue to operate in a manner when 
when we have the budget for the fiscal year when we are selling 
more than what is in the budget? 

Mr. Robertson. Well, for optimum conditions it would probably 
be good for the timber industry to have a timber supply from 2 to 3 
years under contract. That removes a lot of uncertainty and per- 
mits good planning on their part. 

Right now, because we have, as you pointed out, been harvesting 
about 1 billion board feet for the last couple of years more than we 
have put on the market we are down to about 22 billion board feet 
under contract. That represents, I think, about 1.8 years. 

Mr. Smith. Let me ask you another way. 

You said this budget was not adequate to take care of the har- 
vest anticipated. What would be adequate? What is the number? 

Mr. Robertson. What I said was that this budget proposes 11.35 
billion board foot timber sale program in 1990. In order to get 
there we have put all of the excess receipts that the Congress gave 
us last year from the timber sales into advanced timber sale prepa- 
ration of 22 million. The idea was to rebuild the pipeline. 

We have taken that 22 million and pumped it into the 1990 pro- 
gram in order to get it up to 11.35. There is not money built into 
this budget to continue 11.35 billion board feet out in 1991, 1992, 
and 1993. 

Mr. Smith. Let us not be defensive about it. I know you have to 
protect the budget. 

What would be adequate, in your opinion, to conduct a program 
in the Forest Service that would adequately harvest what you an- 
ticipate? 

Mr. Robertson. About $60 to $70 million to refill the pipeline 
that has been drained over the last several years due to the prob- 
lems we have had. 

Mr. Smith. I appreciate that because as you know we are here, 
despite what you think, to try to help you. 

Oue quick other point, if I may Mr. Chairman, I need to ask 
about the spotted owl because, of course, it is on our minds; it is on 
the endangered species list. It is half of the timber harvest of the 
Northwest, and I note as I mentioned to you before that there is a 
reduction in the budget for research on the spotted owl of $195,000. 
How can we be reducing the budget for research on the spotted owl 
when it may devastate the timber industry in the West, No. 1, and 
No. 2, 1 want to know if you are going to rely on the Fish and Wild- 
life Service for an analysis of the spotted owl, how he mates, how 
far in ranges as such? 
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Mr. Robertson. We are doing that research primarily in the 
Forest Service and cooperating with Fish and Wildlife. But we are 
doing the bulk of the research on it. 

Mr. Smith. All right. 

Now, a question about the budget; $195,000 down on this budget. 
The question is how can we be reducing the budget on the spotted 
owl when at this time it is probably one of the most important 
issues facing this country in respect to the natural harvest of 
timber we have had in the past few years? 

Mr. Robertson. Well, it is hard-nosed priorities. It is a high pri- 
ority, as you point out. The 1989 budget was significantly in- 
creased, so it reduced the 1989 budget which was up by $195 mil- 
lion. 

Mr. Smith. That is not the answer I was seeking, Chief. 

Let me ask you another way. If we determined that there are 
necessary funds to adequately research the spotted owl, can you 
find funds in other parts of the budget to do that? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. We have funds for inventory and other es- 
sential work in the National Forest System. 

Mr. Smith. Well, all I want to ask you is are you satisfied with 
recommending this budget with respect to the spotted owl, that you 
can do adequate research in this area without being pinched by a 
reduction of $195,000? 

Mr. Robertson. We can do adequate research. There is addition- 
al research we can do but this reflects some tough priorities. 

Mr. Leonard. If I can just add, we have developed a 5-year re- 
search and development program designed to provide some essen- 
tial answers on the spotted owl habitat needs at the end of that 5- 
year period. That is a key to our strategy for deeding with the spot- 
ted owl. The decision which is causing so much concern out in the 
Northwest lays out the Forest Service procedures for dealing with 
the spotted owl. 

It provides that at the end of 5 years we will review the status of 
the owl and what we understand at that time, and then make any 
necessary adjustments. 

The level of budget that we have in this request will keep us on 
track to complete that program at the end of 5 years. 

Mr. Smith. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I would hope that on discussion with you and this committee 
might recommend the budget with the kind of increases that the 
Forest Service has mentioned as necessary in the harvesting of 
timber. 

And also I would like to make sure, Mr. Chairman, that they 
bring us some alternatives on this forest fire fighting, and how we 
can assist them in setting up a reserve fund of some sort out of the 
timber receipts. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Volkmer. The gentleman from Oregon. It is contemplated by 
the chairman and the ranking minority member, that following 
this hearing we will have a meeting of the subcommittee for those 
who are interested, and prepare a letter similar to the letter that 
was sent last year to the Appropriation Budget Committee as to 
what we think about certain aspects of the budget and why things 
maybe should be adjusted. 
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But we are planning to do that. That is one of the purposes of 
the hearing here today. 

I would also like to announce that while we have some of the 
members here — I forgot to do it originally— that in 2 weeks we are 
planning to hold a hearing on the gentleman from California's bill. 

With that I will recognize the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. Jontz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good morning, gentlemen. 

Chief, I want to ask you a couple of questions about below cost 
timber sales. 

This last December you released the first report using the new 
timber sale accounting system. Good news, national forest users. 
The new accounting system shows receipts exceed costs by $540 
million during fiscal year 1987. 

My study of the figures indicates that in fact 94 percent of the 
net timber receipts came from our forests in Oregon, Washington, 
and California. I wonder whether maybe a better statement in the 
timber sale program and report here would have been good news 
from Oregon, Washington, and California, and bad news from just 
about everywhere else. 

Would you care to comment on that? 

Mr. Robertson. We obviously make the most money in Oregon, 
Washington, and California, but there are other areas as well. I be- 
lieve Indiana is a plus State as well as several of the southern 
States have a profit. 

Mr. Jontz. Well let me read to you from the 1987 Timber Re- 
ceipts and Expenditures report from the Timber Sale Program 
Annual Report, Fiscal Year 1987. Region 1, 12 of 13 forests below 
cost; Region 2, 11 of 12 forests below cost; Region 4, 15 of 16 forests 
below cost; Region 9, 13 of 14 below cost; then Alaska, 2 out of 2 
below cost. 

[The material follows:] 
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December?, 1933 



1997 UMBER RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES ON THE NATIONAL FORESTS, BY REGION* 









Net 


Rado of Timber 


Number of 


Harvest Volume 


National Forest 


Timber 


Timber 


Timber 


Receipts to 


Forests 


(Millions of Board 


Region 


Receipts 


Expenditures 


Receipts 


Expenditures 


Below-Cost 


Feet) 




— (Thousands of Dollars) — 








Northern (1) 


63,996.0 


95,359.9 


•26.372.9 


0.72 


120(13 


1.105.9 


Rocky Mountain (2) 


11,714.0 


24,353.3 


•12.644.3 


0.43 


110(12 


426.3 


Southwestern (3) 


33.139.0 


30.340.2 


2.343.3 


1.03 


7 ©Ml 


493.7 


tntermountaln (4) 


16,043.0 


32,334.7 


•16,236.7 


0.50 


13 0(16 


463.6 


Pacific SW(S) 


239,546.0 


171,733.4 


67,762.6 


1.39 


6o(13 


2,01 1.2 


Pacific NW (6) 


740,100.0 


463,335.1 


276,214.9 


1.60 


2o(19 


5,5974 


Southern (•) 


109,533.0 


99,534.9 


9.993.1 


1.10 


3oflS 


1.424.0 


Eastern (9) 


29.S14.0 


44,276.0 


•14,762.0 


3.67 


13 0(14 


351.7 


Alaska (10) 


S.936.0 


24,703.4 


•13,772.4 


0.24 


2o(2 


336.4 



SOURCE: USDA, Forest Service, Timber Safe Program Annual Report, Fiscal Year 1 997 Teu, National Summary. Timber expenditures 
include payments to states. 
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Mr. Jontz. In fact, is it not correct, Chief, that in 75 forests 
nearly two-thirds were losing money on our timber sales? 

Mr. Robertson. About 57 percent of our forests were in a below- 
cost situation. 

Mr. Jontz. Well, I want to ask you to reconcile that with the in- 
formation on this particular table that I have from your report. In 
fact, according to my addition from this table when I look region 
by region and add up net timber receipts — and again this is from 
Timber Sale Program Annual Report, Fiscal Year 1987, National 
Summary. I show that, in fact, net timber receipts were $267 mil- 
lion. 

Now which set of figures is correct? How do you reconcile that 
with the letter the National Forest Users, which shows that the 
net receipts were $540 million? That is a two-fold difference in net 
receipts as reported in two separate Forest Service documents 
using the same accounting system. Are you sharing accountants 
with the Federal Savings and Loan people? I do not understand 
how there can be such a big discrepancy between the two. 

Mr. Robertson. I do not know where you are getting your 
number. Our revenues show $1,255,000,000 in 1987. Now, you are 
reporting 260 something? 

Mr. Jontz. Yes. When I add up the figures, it is about 267. I will 
share with you this table which shows Net Timber receipts Region 
1 is a negative, $26 million, Region 2 is a negative, $13 million 
roughly, maybe a couple of million dollars in Region 3. I want to 
give you these figures. 

Chief, I guess the point that I want to make is that in fact we do 
have a below-cost timber sales problem. I think that budgetary con- 
cerns require that we address this problem in a responsible way, 
and we cannot, in the Congress, really begin to understand the 
problem until you give us a true and reliable accounting of the 
costs and revenues. I hope, at least for the record today, that you 
can provide us with an explanation of the discrepancies between 
two different Forest Service documents, and also provide a forest- 
by-forest summary of the receipts, expenditures, and harvest- 
volume data that would split out payments to the States in report- 
ing the net timber sales receipts data. 

Mr. Robertson. I found your— is it $267,486,000? 

Mr. Jontz. Yes. About 266,947. 

Mr. Robertson. OK. To answer your question, we showed a net 
profit of $540 million on the timber sale program in fiscal year 
1987. If you deduct from that the payments to the States and the 
counties of $272 million, you then end up with a net gain going to 
the U.S. Treasury of $267 million. 

Mr. Jontz. I appreciate that clarification. I would still appreciate 
a forest-by-forest summary because I think it will show that on the 
bulk of the forests in our system— certainly in many of the regions 
of the Forest Service — that we have a very serious problem with 
below costs timber sales. 

Mr. Robertson. I can give you a summary of that. There are 
16 — and again, we are looking at 1987 — there are 69 forests that 
were in a below-cost situation. They produced 20 percent of the 
timber. 
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So even though it is 57 percent of the forests, those forests pro- 
duced only 20 percent of the timber. The net loss on those forests 
was $50 million. 

Mr. Jontz. If I might ask you one additional question, I also have 
with me this morning some pages from the USDA 1990 budget ex- 
planatory notes from the Committee on Appropriations relating to 
the Forest Service. I am turning to the pages that relate to the 
Forest Resource Management Program to provide assistance 
through the States to private landowners. 

Basically this report takes three pages to discuss the merits of 
this particular program, so far as economic development, resource 
protection, water quality improvement, et cetera, et cetera, et 
cetera. Then after reading three pages about the merits of this pro- 
gram, on the fourth page comes the budget recommendations 
which, as I understand it, is to zero-out the program. 

I appreciate the fact that Secretary Dunlop addressed this earli- 
er, but given the fact, so far as hardwood production in this coun- 
try goes, 90 percent of our hardwoods come from private lands, and 
only 10 percent comes from public lands. I appreciate the fact the 
priorities have to be established, but why is not increasing produc- 
tion on our private lands a priority when you look at the timber 
needs in our country? 

Mr. Robertson. It is very, very high priority. The question is 
who pays for it? 

Mr. Jontz. Is it not a better investment for the Federal Govern- 
ment to spend that $5 million on increasing productivity on those 
particular lands? I see here in terms of the budget summary that 
the budget proposes— just to take one example — $4.6 million in- 
crease in the Tongass Timber Supply Fund. And I question wheth- 
er the benefits, in terms of meeting the timber needs of this coun- 
try will be furthered more by increasing the Tongass Timber 
Supply Fund by $4.6 million or they will be by spending that same 
amount of money in producing more on the private woodlands that 
are already so critical in meeting the hardwood needs of this 
Nation. 

Could you explain that? Do you believe that spending the $5 mil- 
lion on the Tongass Timber Supply Fund is going to get us more 
timber supply in this country than what it is going to be if it were 
spent on the private lands through the Forest Resource Manage- 
ment Program? 

Mr. Robertson. Probably not, but we did not just wake up this 
morning and start over. We have 40 years of history in Alaska; we 
are carrying out long-term contractual commitments and law that 
the Congress passed on how we ought to manage the Tongass Na- 
tional Forest. 

We have to carry out our legal mandate and contractual commit- 
ments; therefore, those are not really on the table. 

Mr. Jontz. Well, I appreciate your response, but 

Mr. Dunlop. Congressman, I wonder if I might add just a brief 
footnote. The remarks that you have made about managing the, 
what we call, the nonindustrial private forest lands are very well 
taken. It is a matter of very serious concern to the Department. We 
are acting on that. 
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I am chairman of what we call the Natural Resources and Envi- 
ronment Committee of the Secretary's Policy Coordination Council. 
We have established a private forestry work group. We have the 
Extension Service, the Soil Conservation Service, and other agen- 
cies that have a mandate to deal with private landowners working 
very intensely with this. 

And with your permission, because of your interest, I would like 
to send you some of the materials that we have developed through 
those agencies, and particularly at the State level. States, in their 
State forestry program, are doing a fantastic job of improving the 
management — the quality of management of privately owned 
lands. Enormous opportunities there. You are exactly right. 

Mr. Jontz. My time has expired, and I appreciate the patience of 
the chairman, and thank you very much for your response. 

Mr. Harris [acting chairman]. The gentleman from Idaho. 

Mr. Stallings. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Robertson, Mr. Dunlop, how much money did the Forest 
Service give to the counties last year in both timber and mineral 
receipts? Is that on some of the documents we have been given 
here. 

Mr. Dunlop. Well, sir, the document that I had asked to have 
prepared and distributed actually did not give that money from 
last year. It was calculated on the basis of the current law, that is 
the existing current services activity. And that amount of money 
was calculated to be $364,400,000. That is the amount of money 
that would be distributed under the 1990 budget. 

Mr. Stallings. Now that is for the Forest Service timber sales 
receipts and mineral receipts. Is that correct? 

Mr. Robertson. It is total receipts to the Forest Service. 

Mr. Stallings. OK. 

Mr. Robertson. The exact amount of what we paid out in 1988 
was $293 million. 

Mr. Stallings. And that was divided among all of the counties 
in the United States? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. 

Mr. Leonard. All of those counties with National Forest lands. 

Mr. Stallings. Why is that? Why just the counties with forest 
lands? 

Mr. Leonard. The law that sets up the 25-percent fund provides 
for paying 25 percent of the receipts on a national forest to the 
counties with lands within that national forest. It is distributed on 
the basis of the acreage in the county within the national forest. 

Mr. Stallings. What is the logic behind that, Mr. Leonard? 

Mr. Leonard. Essentially a payment in lieu of taxes. 

Mr. Dunlop. And the administration proposed several years ago, 
I think back in 1981, 1982, or 1983 before my time, a legislative 
change that would permit the counties or the States to tax the Fed- 
eral Government at the same rate they tax their local people. That 
was part of the budget's submissions, I think, in those years. 

But that, likewise, was not regarded favorably and was not en- 
acted. 

Mr. Stallings. It seems to me that we have got a rather interest- 
ing thing taking place here. Obviously those monies were given to 
the local counties first of all because they did not have a very big 
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tax base, in many instances; second, with the Forest Service's pres- 
ence there, whether it be timbering or whatever, it was assumed 
that those counties would need some help in taking care of their 
schools, maintaining their roads, fire and police protection. 

Do you have a sense that that has changed in the ensuing years 
that those counties are in better shape now to handle those prob- 
lems than they were 4 to 5 years ago. 

Mr. Dunlop. Congressman, I think the consideration that the ad- 
ministration has made in making this proposal is not based on that 
kind of analysis or calculation about the degree of the counties 
being in a better condition or in a worse condition today than they 
might have been before. 

It is part of an ongoing philosophical question about what should 
be the level and how these payments in lieu of taxes should be cal- 
culated. 

It is regarded by the Office of Management and Budget and by 
the Department that the benefit to the counties through these dis- 
tributions is far greater than it would be if they used normal calcu- 
lations which they tax people, other landowners in their jurisdic- 
tions. 

And so it is just a basis of the Federal Government making the 
point "well why not treat us as a landowner like the American 
people the same way you would treat landowners in your own 
county?" 

So it is really a philosophical thing. It is not based upon this type 
of economic analysis. 

Mr. Stallings. But you see that is my point. I think that in the 
State of Idaho where two-thirds of the land is owned by the Federal 
Government, a big part of that by the Forest Service, that land will 
never be taxed, those counties, perhaps, for example the Lemhi 
County area that has very little private land. If the Forest Service 
is successful in doing this those people end up doing a dispropor- 
tionate amount of fighting the fires, and yet the impact to that 
county would be devastating. 

If you were to have a fire in the Salmon Forest, those communi- 
ties would take a terrible beating during that fire year, and at the 
same time the revenues would be cut back severely, which would 
make it very difficult for those county officials to do their job. 

I think this is a very insensitive proposal. I think that what we 
have, really, is sort of a double standard, that we go to those coun- 
ties and say "this is national forest; those policies will be set for 
what is good for the Nation, not what is good for these particular 
communities, and by the way if there is a fire, you are going to 
pick up the lion's share of fighting it." 

That does not make any sense at all. If that is going to be the 
case, then perhaps we ought to bring in those local counties in and 
say "all right, if you are going to give up so much of your resources 
to fight the fires, we will give you a disproportionate share in plan- 
ning and what goes on in those forests as well." 

This, to me, is perhaps the most unjust proposal. Our forests are 
used by people from all over the country. It seems to me that it 
would be very logical that people all over the country ought to pay 
not only for the maintenance and upkeep but for the fire suppres- 
sions as well. And to take this out of the funds of these counties, 
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these very small number of counties, as a matter of fact, to me is a 
very poor proposal. 

Mr. Dunlop. We understand the depth of your feeling and the 
logic, and I think it is well taken and I can assure you that as 
these things are worked out and negotiated through this 1990 nego- 
tiation process that they will weigh very strongly. 

Mr. Stallings. Mr. Chairman, let me just pursue one other ques- 
tion if I can. 

Forest Service policy recognizes the importance of national recre- 
ation areas by directing management toward their becoming show- 
cases for use by the public. Again, my State is very fortunate and 
proud to have several NRA's, including the Sawtooth NRA in my 
congressional district. 

Sawtooth NRA is a national treasure, and it attracts thousands 
of visitors each year. My concern is the level of funding for the 
Sawtooth NRA. In recent years there has been reduced funding of 
personnel. 

If the Sawtooth NRA is to become one of the Forest Service 
showcase areas, do you believe that there has been inadequate 
funding in recent years, and while I recognize there are national 
budget constraints, would you please share with the subcommittee 
your professional views on whether their is adequate staffing of the 
Sawtooth NRA? 

Now if you are unable to provide this information, I will take a 
response whenever I can get it. 

Mr. Robertson. Well, I can answer in general. 

We took a look at our NRA's last year, and we agree with your 
assessment that these are congressionally designated areas. They 
should be showcased on the national forest, and we have not put as 
much priority on those areas as we believe we should. 

We took advantage of the excess timber sale receipts, about $73 
million that the Congress included in our budget last year, in 
making NRA's top priority for those excess timber sale receipts 
going into recreation to bring them up to a standard that we are 
proud of. 

Unfortunately, the NRA's in the past have been limping by on a 
minimum budget in recreation and trails, and fish and wildlife. 
They deserve more attention than the Forest Service has been 
giving them in the past, and we intend to put more priority on 
them. 

Mr. Stallings. I think we would all be better served if in fact 
you did that, and finally — let me make this a statement as much as 
a question — several of my constituents have approached me about 
the fishing potentials on two sets of drainage systems in the 
Targhee and the Sawtooth — both are blessed with magnificent 
rivers. The South Fork and the Henry's Fork of the Snake River in 
the Targhee and in the headwaters of the Salmon River located in 
the Sawtooth National Forest. 

Now the issue that has been raised is that neither national forest 
has a fisheries biologist. They have several other specialists, but it 
seems to me the primary focus of those two areas would be the 
fisheries, and perhaps we do not need as many timber specialists 
and other kinds of specialists if we can enhance the real strength 
of that area which obviously is the fishing. 
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I would be interested in your response sometime as to why we 
have no fisheries biologists working on either of those two forests 
or on any of those drainage systems. 

Mr. Robertson. Well, all I can say is that probably one of the 
fastest growing disciplines or professions in the Forest Service is 
fisheries biologists. We are hiring several of them this year, and we 
hired several last year. 

Now about the distribution of those I do not know about the two 
forests that you are talking about. But I do know that several of 
the forests, like the Nez Perce National Forest, do have fisheries 
biologists in Idaho. 

So it is a priority of ours, and we are moving as fast as we can to 
shore-up and put more priority on fisheries. 

Mr. Stallings. One of the great things about this committee is 
that we always expect you to do things yesterday. 

Mr. Robertson. Yes, and we have to balance the budget, too. I 
mean we only have so many dollars to deal with, and we make 
hard-nosed tough priority decisions that we do not even feel good 
about sometimes, but nevertheless that is reality. We have to do it. 

Mr. Stallings. Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your indulgence. 

Mr. Volkmer. Thank you. 

Before I recognize the gentleman from Virginia for another ques- 
tion, I would iust like to point out, Mr. Dunlop, I do not believe 
that we have heard one member of this subcommittee speaking af- 
firmatively in regard to your plan for fighting forest fires in the 
future, as far as the funding mechanism is concerned, and I have 
to voice the same sentiment, and I too, along with Mr. Morrison 
and other members of this subcommittee, are interested in trying 
to work something out, and hopefully in the future we will be able 
to sit down and review alternative ways of doing it, because I have 
to agree with the gentleman from Oregon that this is not going to 

fly. 

Mr. Dunlop. Well sir, I understand, and I will take that message 
back, and of course your other message that we work with you on 
options, and indeed there are options. 

I think the bottom line is that we have a mechanism that would 
allow some permanent reliable long-term funding. 

Mr. Volkmer. No question about it. 

Mr. Dunlop. We can work that out. 

Mr. Volkmer. I think we all agree on that. 

Mr. Dunlop. We appreciate your willingness to, at least to con- 
sider what was a valiant effort, perhaps, to address it, and we hope 
we can resolve it. 

Mr. Volkmer. At least we may be able to get to a starting point 
to discuss it anywhere. 

Mr. Dunlop. Yes. 

Mr. Volkmer. The gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. Olin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I wanted to ask the Chief one more question. First, I wanted to 
say that I am very pleased, in general, with the efforts of the 
Forest Service in the area of recreation. I think you have shown 
some new initiatives which seems to be very good and make a lot of 
sense. 
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There is one that I have a considerable question about, and I 
hope that you are not putting an awful lot of money into that in 
this budget which is tight, and this is the program that you have 
initiated in recent years — last couple of years — for all terrain vehi- 
cles and also highway vehicles for the purposes of making recre- 
ational trails that these vehicles can ride around on and have races 
and bump around and get that kind of enjoyment. 

I have always felt that in some respects these motor vehicles are 
not really compatible with the growing of flora in the forest. They 
will tend to make trails that do not have anything growing on 
them. It is not really compatible with the idea of regenerating the 
forest. 

When you get to the full-sized 4-wheel drive vehicles you almost 
have to build a road in order to have the vehicle to have a trail to 
drive on; 40-inchers are not so bad. You can snake them through 
the trees without any great amount of expense. 

I hope that you are not pushing this program to the point where 
it is becoming a major financial obligation. Experience in the 
George Washington Forest, as you may know, has been varied. 
Some of these trails have worked out all right providing the clubs 
that use them are responsible. It is very clear that the Forest Serv- 
ice does not have enough man power to police them adequately 
themselves. 

I hope that you proceed cautiously in this area, and I would be 
interested in any comments you could make on that subject and on 
whether or not the budget contains a significant amount of money 
for pushing that activity? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. I would be happy to comment on that. 

We do view off-road vehicle use as a legitimate use of the forest 
if it is done in the right place in the proper manner. There is very 
little money in this budget for off-road vehicle trails. The trails we 
have on the national forests are almost all built by the off-road ve- 
hicle clubs, and they do most of the work on not only building 
them but maintaining them. 

Mr. Oun. Do you allow them to come in with chain saws and 
bulldozers to build those trails? 

Mr. Robertson. Do we what? 

Mr. Oun. Chain saws and bulldozers to build those trails? 

Mr. Robertson. Well, that might happen sometimes, but I doubt 
that we need bulldozers much; chain saws maybe. 

Mr. Leonard. Our contribution to those would be in the design 
and location. We would not let them construct a trail except on a 
location where we felt it could be handled without damage to soil 
and water and other facilities. 

That is usually our investment — in the engineering aspects of 
the thing. The challenge of those vehicles is to get on terrain, of 
course, that has not been leveled with a bulldozer. It is very seldom 
that you have that. They like to demonstrate that they can go up 
the mil without a bulldozer. 

Mr. Oun. The rougher the better? 

Mr. Leonard. Yes. 

Mr. Oun. That is true. 

I am aware that you are interested in running it properly. I just 
want to question that word had come down at one point that each 
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ranger, each district ranger was going to have to have a certain 
number of these trails in his ranger area, and they were going du- 
tifully about planning where they would go. 

We got the most awful reaction from the public that we have 
ever heard. They were up in arms with public meetings. The rang- 
ers spent so much time in these meetings that they did not have 
any time to spend on anything else. 

It is not true, is it, that you are trying to force the creation of 
these trails in every particular area of the forest? 

Mr. Robertson. No, sir. 

Mr. Olin. You will put them in where you can do it properly and 
where there is a demand and a responsible party using the trails so 
that you can maintain a reasonable amount of discipline? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. And I am not inclined to put any off-road 
vehicle trails anywhere unless there are some local clubs willing to 
pitch in and do the work to help manage and maintain them, be- 
cause the Forest Service should not get caught up in the heavy fi- 
nancial burden over time trying to maintain these things. 

Mr. Olin. Yes. 

Mr. Robertson. That is a part of our whole recreation strategy. I 
believe that the major contribution the Forest Service can make is 
to provide the land and the opportunities for outdoor recreation. If 
there is any organized group that wants to use this land that re- 
quires some investments, our first question is, what are you willing 
to do to help out. 

As I say I think most of the work we are doing on off-road vehi- 
cle trails is with local clubs with them doing most of the work, and 
I think that is the way it ought to be. We do not have any quota or 
direction that I know of mandating that local rangers have to have 
a off-road vehicle trail. That would be inappropriate. 

Mr. Olin. I appreciate those remarks. 

On that basis — certainly there is nothing wrong with experi- 
menting with this for a while to see how this works out. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Volkmer. Mr. Dunlop, the Congress and the Forest Service 
have placed a great deal of emphasis on resource planning to recog- 
nize the decisions made now have some long-range implications for 
our national forests. 

In addressing this budget, how does this budget compare to the 
combined totals of all of your forest land management plans 
needed in this budget. 

Mr. Dunlop. Yes, sir. I would have to give you my general recol- 
lection about this over a period of time over, maybe, the past 4 or 5 
years. 

We generally fund, or seek funding for about 75 percent of what 
the total potential would be if we were carrying out the forest man- 
agement plans. In other words the optimum would be 100 percent. 
We cannot afford that, so it turns out that on the balance, on the 
average through all of the different accounts we fund these to 
about 75 percent of the optimum. 

Is that correct, Chief? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. This budget would be somewhere around 75 
percent of forest plans. 
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Mr. Volkmer. Now when you fund it at 75 percent instead of 100 
percent, do you take all categories within all the forest plans and 
cut them off evenlv or are there certain things cut out, and certain 
things not cut back? If there are, I would like to know which areas 
basically get the short-fall? 

Mr. Robertson. Well, that will vary by individual line item. I 
have a sheet here that goes right down the list that would show 
percentagewise what this budget is of forest plans. 

Mr. Volkmer. Could we get a copy of that made? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. 

Mr. Volkmer. I would appreciate that. That would give me the 
areas where the cuts are made. 

So when we look at it, now, what effect do those have on our 
forest plans as they are being developed? Are we going to have to 
make amendments to those forest plans? 

Mr. Robertson. I do not think so. What you have is uneven im- 
plementation of those plans, and those plans are based on certain 
assumptions. 

Now as we go 3 or 4 or 5 years here and there is a lack of invest- 
ments in timber stand improvement, that affects what the allow- 
able sale quantity is for timber. If we do not make the timber stand 
improvement investments then sometime down the line we are 
going to have to make adjustments in the allowable sale quantity. 

There may be some other areas where that is true, but there are 
also a lot of investments that are not contingent or dependent upon 
their relationship to other programs. 

Mr. Volkmer. Well after reviewing it we may have some fur- 
ther discussion on that after I and the staff has a chance to review 
this. 

Now, we also have our Resource Planning Act and our current 
projection program under that 5 years. As I understand it a divi- 
sion of the flat spending and then an increase, if I remember right? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes, sir. There was the low bound and the high 
bound. 

Mr. Volkmer. Right. 

Where are we in this year's budget on that? Are we still low 
bound? 

Mr. Robertson. On the low bound? 

Mr. Volkmer. Yes. In this year's budget? 

Mr. Robertson. I have it high bound. I do not have it low bound. 

Mr. Leonard. We are in between the high bound and the low 
bound. Generally we are a little bit better than the low bound but 
below the high bound. 

Mr. Volkmer. All right. 

Mr. Robertson. On high bound — research is 91 percent; State 
and private 52 percent; in the National Forest System around 73 to 
74 percent. 

Mr. Volkmer. I think, gentlemen, I have reviewed the State and 
private forestry, and I see where the cuts came after reviewing the 
data that you have given me, and who made the cuts and stuff. To 
be honest with you I think it is just another area where this sub- 
committee, when we write our letter to the Budget Committee and 
to the Appropriations Committee, we will take the view just a little 
bit different than yours on those fundings. 
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The other thing that I would like to address a little bit more in 
detail because I am a little concerned about where we are as far as 
getting money — I know you are — for the fires coming up, yet, this 
year. How much money — and also I am concerned about reforesta- 
tion? What do we have in that KV fund right now? 

Mr. Robertson. We ended the vear with about $89 million. Yes, 
we ended fiscal year 1988 with $89 million. 

Mr. Volkmer. Now did you get any replenishment in that since 
October 1? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. As timber is harvested, receipts go into the 
KVfund. 

In fact, to give you a summary we ended up the fiscal year with 
$89 million left in KV. We have a program plan for 1989 of about 
$213 million. So we have only about 50 percent of the money going 
into the fiscal year that it is going to take to get the reforestation 
and timber stand improvement work done. 

So the other 50 percent is going to have to come from this year's 
collection from timber harvest. 

Mr. Volkmer. Well we are still talking about 1989 fiscal year? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. 

Mr. Volkmer. So you are going to have to get that other 100 or 
so million. You say you need 200 and some to do it? 

Mr. Robertson. 213, and we had 89 of that going into the year. 

Mr. Volkmer. Right, so you have got to get the rest of the 124 
million? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. And we believe we can do that. There is a 
little bit of a timing problem. 

Mr. Volkmer. But that is going to take care of the reforestation? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. 

Mr. Volkmer. So what you are telling me is all that KV fund is 
going to be out of balance as far as firefighting is concerned? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. That well is dry. We cannot go back to that. 

Mr. Volkmer. That is gone. Then when I look at the budget that 
you have given us, and this is something I do not understand, and 
maybe you can help me here. 

On the pages that you have submitted to us iust today, and on 
the line where it says "Forest Fire Protection I see Fire Pre- 
suppression" in 1988 the final was $156,477,000, 1989 Appropriation 
$158,707,000; request to Department 181; request to OMB 164, only 
that is the wrong page. 

Excuse me. I want to get back to another one. That is another 
one that the staff has given me. 

Now I am back to where I want to be. 

On line 88, 1 guess on the third page, is "Fighting Forest Fires." 

Mr. Robertson. Are you talking about the budget history of 
what we have requested? 

Mr. Volkmer. Right, the budget history. 

Lines 99 on down we have "Fire Presuppression." We end up 
with request to Congress $164,204,000. We got that. We agree on 
that, right? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. 

Mr. Volkmer. Then I get down to line 104 "Fighting Forest 
Fires." Now what is that for? 
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Mr. Robertson. That is the emergency fire fighting. That is 
money that we have that we only spend once we have a fire going. 

Mr. Volkmer. Right. But we get fires going all over the place? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. 

Mr. Volkmer. And presuppression is to what — put them out? 

Mr. Robertson. Presuppression is all of the work you do up to 
the point you have a fire going and you blow the whistle and some- 
body goes up and fights the fire. 

Mr. Volkmer. Right. 

Mr. Robertson. So it is all of the prevention work that we do, 
the training of crews, the tools, the equipment, it pays for getting 
the airplanes under contract, and everything you have to do up to 
the point the fire crew goes out to fight the fire. 

Mr. Volkmer. Where is the money for actually going out and 
fighting the fires at? 

Mr. Robertson. That is the $85 million of emergency fire fight- 
ing forest fires. 

Mr. Volkmer. Right. What I do not understand is you made a 
request to the Department of only $1,059,000. 

Mr. Robertson. Well, we were under the old system. 

Mr. Volkmer. What happened on that? That is what I do not un- 
derstand. I want you to explain that one to me. 

Mr. Robertson. We were not so optimistic that we were not 
going to have any forest fires. 

Up until a couple of years ago, the way this item has been 
funded, we never knew how much money we were going to need 
because it ranged all the way from $30 to $40 million to over $400 
million last year. We just put a nominal amount of money in that: 
$1 million. 

Well, we borrow money from KV and Congress would come 
along, based on our request and issue a supplemental to repay the 
KVfund. 

A couple of years ago it was thought that the Congress wanted to 
put the money up front so, as you can see, the previous year in 
1989 you boosted our request from about $1 million to $125 million. 

Mr. Volkmer. Right. I remember that. 

Mr. Robertson. So, we just went back with the old approach of 
putting in a small amount. 

Mr. Volkmer. So you do the same approach and let the Congress 
give you the money? In other words, when you really get down to it 
even $85 million is not enough if we have half the forest fires that 
we had last year? 

Mr. Leonard. No. As a matter of fact we have spent over $30 
million this current fiscal year already. 

Mr. Volkmer. Fighting fires? 

Mr. Leonard. Fighting fires, yes. 

Mr. Volkmer. And we are not even into the real season? 

Mr. Leonard. And we are not even through the winter, yet. 

Mr. Volkmer. That is the reason you have also requested a sup- 
plemental? 

Mr. Robertson. That is right. This budget has a request for $250 
million supplemental to repay the KV fund. 
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Mr. Volkmer. My problem is, and I think that your problem is 
going to be that if that supplemental does not get there until Sep- 
tember which could be the problem. 

All right. The last thing I would like to talk to you about is 
something that is pretty close to my heart. I do not have to worry 
too much about the counties in my district getting reimbursements 
to replace their tax. 

As you know I have been concerned about the research construc- 
tion funds, and I notice that when you made your submission that 
it appears that the submission to the Department would have been 
quite adequate, and the request by the Department to OMB may 
not have been adequate for the things that you ought to have con- 
templated doing, the needs as you see them. Is that correct? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. We requested $11.6 million 

Mr. Volkmer. Right. 

Mr. Robertson. And we ended up with 2.6. 

Mr. Volkmer. Right. 

Mr. Robertson. And that was two key areas. We had included 
money for our share of the construction of the new lab at the Uni- 
versity of Missouri 

Mr. Volkmer. Right. 

Mr. Robertson. And then the problem we have with research 
out in Tempe, Arizona, is where the Barry Goldwater Engineering 
Center is being built over our lab; so, we have got to do something 
there. 

Mr. Volkmer. Right. I understand that. 

And what concerns me about this last figure is the fact that we 
have already had private funds contributed for this cooperative re- 
search for a forestry research lab out there. I just talked to one of 
my State senators who is chairman of the corporation committee 
out there, and I think they are gearing up to put some money in 
from the State to start it, and it looks like we are going to be the 
only ones sitting out here holding it up, and that concerns me a 
little bit about that. 

Then the other thing is as long as we are on that I have the 
notice in here that the next line item "Construction for Forest Ad- 
ministration and Operation." And as you know we have had a 
problem in the past of proposals to trade forestry assets for admin- 
istrative buildings — you know where we are there. I was happy to 
see that you have requested these additional monies, but you did 
not end up with getting very much for those administrative build- 
ings. 

What type of backlog do we actually have in both research and 
in forest administration buildings that are needed out in these na- 
tional forests? Can we have some kind of a list on that? Not neces- 
sarily where they are, but give us the amounts that we really need 
to bring us up to date of what is really needed out there? 

Mr. Robertson. Yes. We can provide that list. 

[The material follows:] 
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CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 
FIRE, ADMINISTRATIVE AND OTHER 

SITUATION 

Reduced funding levels have seriously reduced our ability to provide and manage 
support facilities for Forest Service operations in a cost-effective, safe and 
efficient manner. 

FA&O FUNDING CONTINUES TO DECLINE 
(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 



FISCAL 


AGENCY 


DEPARTMENT 


PRESIDENT'S 


YEAR 


REQUEST 


ALLOWANCE 


BUDGET 


APPROPRIATION 


1990 


16,575 


16,575 


6,500 


N/A 


1989 


14,550 


14,550 


6,523 


8,321 


1988 


26,498 


10,131 


7,506 


6,745 


1987 


28,081 


12,012 


6,492 


8,646 


1986 


25,565 


16,779 


13,190 


15,316 


1985 


18,734 


13,167 
FUNDING NEEDS 


13,149 


12,886 



There exists a backlog of identified construction and reconstruction work 
needed valued at $273 million. Approximately $98 million of this amount falls 
in the category of Health and Safety. 

Ve estimate an annual funding of $32,000,000 is needed to provide safe, 
effective, and efficient support facilities. This would provide for normal 
annual replacement and rehabilitation cost and eliminate the backlog in 
approximately 10 years. This would be considered a maximum level program. 

It will take approximately $15,000,000 annually to provide a normal replacement 
and rehabilitation program as well as all health and safety related 
construction and reconstruction and priority replacement of high cost lease 
facilities over the next 10 years. This would be considered an acceptable 
minimum program; however it would not eliminate any other types of backlog 
work. 

IMPACTS OF CONTINUED LOW FUNDING. 

Ve are unable to continue to provide for the health and safety of employees and 
publics that use our facilities. 

Ve are unable to meet legal requirements, such as providing adequate fire and 
handicap access. 

Ve lose the opportunity to cooperate with other agencies on cost effective 
co-location. 

Ve lose the opportunity to move out of high- cost leases by replacing these with 
owned offices. 

Our effort in facilities master planning has identified needed building 
replacement and support facilities. Planning quality remains high but, without 
effective execution of planning efforts, this will diminish. 

We are in danger of losing the facilities engineering and design staffs 
required to plan, develop and manage our support facilities. 
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MAINTENANCE PROGRAM 
FIRE, ADMINISTRATIVE AND OTHER 



SITUATION 



Reduced funding levels have seriously reduced our ability to provide and manage 
support facilities for Forest Service operations in a cost-effective, safe and 
efficient manner. 

FA&O FUNDING CONTINUES TO DECLINE. 
(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 



FISCAL 


AGENCY 


DEPARTMENT 


PRESIDENT 1 


•s 


YEAR 


REQUEST 


ALLOWANCE 


BUDGET 


APPROPRIATION 


1990 


23,529 


17,902 


16,953 


N/A 


1989 


22,870 


22,870 


16,953 


17,553 


1988 


20,670 


20,670 


16,005 


16,533 


1987 


17,812 


15,042 


14,735 


15,055 


1986 


15,325 


16,495 


14,857 


14,124 


1985 


20,231 


16,114 
FUNDING NEEDS 


16,091 


14,754 



We have a backlog of identified maintenance work valued at approximately 
$90,000,000. 

We estimate $28,000,000 is needed to maintain safe, effective, and efficient 
support facilities. This would provide for recurring maintenance and critical 
needs and eliminate the backlog of work over the next 10 years. 

Approximately $21,000,000 will enable us to take care of recurring maintenance 
and critical needs, including the backlog of health and safety related 
maintenance work. This would be considered a minimum program and will not 
decrease the remaining backlog. 

IMPACTS OF CONTINUED LOW FUNDING 

We are not able to do the work identified each year. This has created the 
backlog of identified maintenance work valued at $90,000,000 which will 
continue to grow. 

A continuing deterioration of the Forest Service facilities will inevitably 
jeopardize the productivity of employees and the quality of life. 
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Mr. Volkmer. We will see if it can be of any help in getting 
some of that— I do not know how much we can get, but getting 
some of that done. 

I know surely from what I have heard from what some of the 
proposals have been some of our buildings in these national forests 
probably are getting pretty antiquated, and we need to improve it 
and get some modernized operations. 

Mr. Leonard. A large share of our structures out there are what 
were built during the 3 C's days in the Depression, and they are 
well over 60 years old. There is a need to do some reconstruction. 

Mr. Volkmer. Does the gentleman from Alabama have any addi- 
tional questions? 

Mr. Harris. Mr. Chairman, thank you. 

One other thing I wanted to mention is that in our State for the 
last few years we have had a program called the treasured forest. I 
am not sure you are familiar with it or not. It brings together all 
the different agencies and coordinates efforts. 

As you know you have the Forest Service, Fish and Wildlife, and 
different ones— the Soil Conservation Service — it brings it all to- 
gether and deals strictly with private plans, and it is going to be an 
initiative at the national level to try to expand the concept. You 
would have coordination of different activities of things available 
from the different agencies we have mentioned. With a piece of leg- 
islation that would be forthcoming would be introduced by mem- 
bers of the Forestry 2000 to try to bring that about. I hope that it 
would be an attempt to bring a lot of things together. It is not very 
cost effective at this time when we have several different agencies 
involved, and there is no coordination of the scarce dollars coming 
out of those agencies. 

But they could also be subjected to bring the multiuse idea into 
the State and private forestry area. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Volkmer. Thank you. 

That will conclude our hearing. We may have some additional 
questions to submit to you in writing. We would appreciate you get- 
ting those back to us within the near future, and we will hold the 
record open for about 10 days or 2 weeks until we get those an- 
swers back. 

With that, thank you very much. I appreciate your testimony. 
You have been very helpful. We will be glad to work with you on 
the future of our national forests. 

[Whereupon, at 12:18 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, sub- 
ject to the call of the Chair.] 

[Material submitted for inclusion in the record follows:] 
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STATEMENT OF 
GEORGE S. DUNLOP, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Before the 

Subcommittee on Forests, Family Farms and Energy 

Committee on Agriculture 

United States House of Representatives 

Concerning H.R. 829 » a bill "To make permanent the authority provided 
under the Temporary Emergency Wildfire Supression Act." 

March 1. 1989 

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE: 



Thank you for this opportunity to present the Department of Agriculture's views 
on H.R. 829, a bill "To make permanent the authority provided under the 
Temporary Emergency Wildfire Suppression Act." With me today is Dale 
Robertson, Chief of the Forest Service. 

The Administration strongly supports the enactment of H.R. 829. 

The Temporary Emergency Wildfire Suppression Act was enacted during the 100th 
Congrett in response to the extreme wildfire situation in the Greater 
Yet Iowa tone Area and other parts of the West in 1988. The act authorized the 
Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of the Interior to enter into 
reciprocal agreements with any foreign fire organization for mutual aid in 
wildfire protection. This authority expired on December 31. 
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2 
The need for foreign firefighting resources is a recurring one whenever 
catastrophic wildfires have all available Federal and State firefighting 
resources committed. This legislation would allow other nations to utilize 
American wildfire protection resources when they have similar needs. 

H.R. 829 would simply remove the December 31, 1988, termination date so as to 
make the authority permanent. No other changes would be made. 

We strongly urge that H.R. 829 be enacted soon so that this authority will be 
restored before the 1989 summer fire season. 

We wish to sincerely thank you, Mr. Chairman and the Subcommittee for your 
assistance on this issue in both this Congress and the 100th Congress. The 
ability to utilize highly trained personnel and specialized equipment from 
Canada was very helpful during the 1988 fire season. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared testimony. Chief Robertson and I will 
be pleased to respond to your questions and to provide additional information 
at your request. 
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STATEMENT OF 

GEORGE S. DUNLOP, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 



Before the House Committee on Agriculture 
Subcommittee on Forests, Family Farms, and Energy 



March 1, 1989 
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: 



I welcome the opportunity to appear before you today to highlight the fiscal 
year 1990 budget for the Forest Service. I am accompanied by F. Dale 
Robertson, Chief, Forest Service and George M. Leonard, Associate Chief. 

Before Chief Robertson discusses the proposed Forest Service budget, I would 
like to explain briefly some of the policy issues addressed in the 
Administration's initial budget and the revisions which affect the Forest 
Service. 



The Budget Revision 

President Bush submitted his budget revisions to the Congress on February 9- 
These revisions included 2 proposals which could have significant effects on 
the Forest Service program for FY 1990: 

- The President proposed to increase the planned acquisition of recreation 
lands to $206 million in total for the Forest Service and the Department of 
the Interior. This matches the total appropriated for lands acquisition in 
FY 1989. The Forest Service share of the 1989 appropriation was $64 
million. The allocation among the land management organizations for FY 
1990 will be developed based on overall priorities among potential 
acquisitions. 

- The remainder of the Forest Service budget is subject to the "flexible 
freeze" proposal. This proposal is intended to hold FY 1990 outlays for a 
number of discretionary programs to the FY 1989 outlay level of $136 
billion. The distribution of the appropriation among the various programs 
and agencies is subject to negotiation with Congress. I cannot tell you 
what this means for the Forest Service because it is completely open to 
negotiation. 
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The Initial Budget Proposal 

As I know you are only too painfully aware, the overall fiscal situation has 
compel led an initial budget proposal which is below the amounts appropriated 
for FY 1989 While the revised proposal permits some flexibility, there is 
still a need for restraint. Until such time as negotiations are completed the 
initial budget proposal is controlling. 

The Administration sees a continuing need for deliberate reductions in 
government spending through better identification of priorities Indeed* it is 
required if the deficit ceiling mandated by the Cramm-Rudman -Hoi lings Act is to 
be met. The initial FY 1990 budget authority for the Forest Service 
accomplishes this objective through a slight decrease in overall funding* 
Efforts have been made to address the wide array of program needs on National 
Forests, carry out priority research, and provide coordination with States. 

Although the initial budget proposal for the National Forest System is less 
than the Agency a current program level the budget continues a vigorous 
National Recreation Strategy which we began last fiscal year and requests 
I .5 million for challenge coat share projects in wildlife fisheries and 
recreation The timber sale offer level in the budget request is slightly less 
than the Forest Service is offering this year. The Agency's construction 
program will be slightly smaller with road construction and reconstruction 
emphasizing access for timber sales Funding includes SI 5 million for 
challenge cost share expanding this successful concept to road construction by 
entering into partnerships with public and private entities. 

The initial budget proposes a major improvement in funding forest fire 
protection. A permanent indefinite appropriation would be established for fire 
protection, emergency suppression, and emergency rehabilitation of burned over 
lands. It would be financed from the general Fund and offset by deposits of 
timber and on-shore mineral receipts to the general fund. The amount of the 
deposit would be deducted from total receipts prior to calculating the payments 
to be made to the States. This would provide an automatic, dependable 
appropriation for meeting our fundamental responsibilities for protecting 
public safety and valuable natural resources. 

In connection with the fire protection funding proposal, there is an additional 
matter relating to our activities in wilderness that I would like to raise. 

One of the lessons we have been forcefully reminded of through the fires this 
past summer in the Yellowstone area is that the potential force of fire is 
awesome It can lead to great costs in terms of resources destroyed 
investments lost, longer term economic effects and involve substantial direct 
costs of suppression This suggests that we do need to pay careful attention 
to presuppression activities including vegetative management in all areas. 
This applies to wilderness as well as areas managed for other uses 
Designation of wilderness does not mean that we can ignore fire. This raises 
the question of the appropriateness of activities undertaken in wilderness to 
adequately manage wild fires. In many cases, a program of prescribed burning 
and presuppression may be needed' to mitigate the wildfire threat to the 
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wilderness areas, to adjacent forest lands, nearby developments, and other 
ownerships. In other cases, it may be desirable to Interrupt large contiguous 
areas of heavy fuel types to reduce the risk of uncontrollable large fires. In 
short, we all ought to consider whether the degree that we impose restrictions 
in wilderness is appropriate or whether more latitude in our practices would 
permit better protection of these extremely valuable resources. 

The initial 1990 program level for Forest Service research is also slightly 
smaller than this year's, but the program will be more tightly focused. The 
budget will continue the new research challenge cost-share program, and add 
emphasis to six priority research programs. In response to the urgent need to 
slow the rate of deforestation in the tropics and to increase benefits to the 
United States from foreign technology, the Forest Service will improve its 
international forestry program in FY 1990. Additional activities are planned 
in technical assistance to tropical countries, training, research, and 
scientific exchange. It is gratifying to see over 80 years of Forest Service 
expertise in land management research and application directed to forestry 
concerns on a more global scale. 

Although the requested program level for the Forest Service's State and Private 
Forestry programs is significantly less than the 1989 program, the budget will 
boost the emphasis on forest pest management on Federal lands. The proposed 
increase in forest pest management will help implement the Agency's strategic 
plan for forest health, including special projects to improve pest management 
technology. 

Increased Public Service 

I would like to take a moment to commend the Congress for actions that will 
permit the Forest Service to improve efficiency and service to the public. 
First, the 1989 appropriation change from 1-year to 2-year fund availability is 
extremely important. This will allow better project planning and 
implementation and flexibility to deal with the natural vagaries of fire and 
weather. 

Second, the congressional support for the pilot project to simplify budget 
structure and to test reliance on output targets rather than detailed budget 
line items is viewed as very promising by the Forest Service. It has already 
provided the means to stretch limited Federal dollars and expand opportunities 
for increased public use and enjoyment of the lands managed by the Forest 
Service. The project can also simplify accounting and reduce the need to come 
back to the Congress for numerous minor adjustments among line items. The 
"charge-as-worked'' initiative and detailed timber sale cost accounting system 
will give the Congress and the Executive Branch a better basis for making 
funding decisions. 

I believe it is important that the record show that the Forest Service has, 
over the past decade of budget restraint, achieved a record of significantly 
expanded public service. This has been done with employment 28 percent lower 
in FY 1988 than in FY 1979. and with funding 13 percent lower in real terms 
than in FY 1979* Actions taken to bring about this dramatic increase in 
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efficiency include undertaking a nuaber of special productivity studies, 
installing a aodern coaputer systea throughout the Forest Service, and sharing 
adainistrative services aaong various organizations. 

Closing 

Before I turn this over to Chief Robertson, I would like to say that ay years 
working with the Forest Service have been a pleasure. You and the Forest 
Service are engaged in iaportant undertakings and purposes, and I trust that 
with your help, the Forest Service will continue to provide outstanding service 
to the Nation in the years ahead. 

Thank you. 
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STATEMENT OF 

F. DALE ROBERTSON, CHIEF 

FOREST SERVICE 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Before the House Committee on Agriculture 
Subcommittee on Forests, Family Farms, and Energy 

March 1, 1989 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: 

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to discuss our 1990 budget with you. 

FY 1990 Budget 

The 1990 initial budget request for the Forest Service is $2.5 billion compared 
with $2.7 billion appropriated in 1989. 

As described by Assistant Secretary Dunlop, President Bush has proposed 
freezing aggregate spending on a number of domestic programs at their 1989 
levels. The intent of the proposal is that the Administration and Congress 
reach agreement on the total. This could result in more or less for the Forest 
Service, depending on how the total is distributed. 

Additionally, President Bush has proposed to fund land acquisition, financed by 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund, at the 1989 enacted level of $206 million 
for the Departments of Agriculture and Interior. The Forest Service share is 
subject to ongoing negotiations within the Administration concerning the 
priority of Forest Service acquisitions versus Department of the Interior 
acquisitions. 

Since the final budget request is subject to negotiation, my testimony will 
focus on the initial proposal. At this funding level, we will continue to do 
high-priority research, protect Federal lands from fire and pests, and provide 
a balanced resource management program on the National Forests and Grasslands. 
Receipts from lands managed by the Forest Service are estimated at $1.7 
billion, compared with $1.6 billion anticipated for 1989 . 

Forest Research 

The initial budget request for Forest Research is $133*8 million, compared with 
$137.9 million appropriated in 1989* About 30 percent of the research budget 
is devoted to six priority areas: global climate change; catastrophic forest 
fires; water quality— cumulative effects from forests and rangelands; expanding 
economic opportunities through new wood products; southern forest productivity; 
and threatened, endangered, and sensitive plant and animal species. We will 
continue the challenge cost-share program, started by Congress in the 1989 
appropriation. We include $500,000 within the regular Forest Research line 
items, rather than including this program as a separate budget line item. 



Digitized by 



Google 



55 



State and Private Forestry 

The initial budget request is $48.6 million, compared with $86.7 million 
appropriated in 1989* The primary emphasis will be on forest pest management 
on Federal lands; we propose $37-6 million, a $6.4 million increase over 1989* 
The budget will help implement the Forest Service's strategic plan for forest 
health, including special projects to improve pest management technology. The 
Forest Service is assuming responsibility for eradication of all isolated gypsy 
moth infestations on or adjacent to Federal lands and for eradication of 
isolated infestations exceeding 640 acres on any private lands. 

Except for the cooperative pest surveys and funding to Minnesota for intensive 
management associated with the Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilderness, financial 
assistance to States would be discontinued. Also, the forest management and 
utilization program, including urban forestry, would be terminated. 

National Forest System 

Funding of $1.3 billion is proposed, about $100 million less than appropriated 
in 1989 t including $282 million for fire protection and suppression. The 
budget contains an important proposal, described in the Federal Wildland 
Firefighting section of my testimony to change the way that fire protection is 
funded. This proposal will eliminate the uncertainty of whether the trust fund 
account will be reimbursed for funds transferred for firefighting. To that 
end, 1 am happy to note that the budget does include a proposed supplemental of 
$250 million to partially reimburse the trust fund. 

An additional $9.0 million derived from expanded recreation user charges will 
be available for recreation management activities. 

We plan to offer 11.351 billion board feet of timber, compared to 
11.505 billion board feet planned for 1989. Of the 11.351 billion board feet 
planned, 11.029 billion board feet is sustainable into the future. We expect a 
harvest level of 12.2 billion board feet in fiscal year 1990, the same as 
anticipated in fiscal year 1989. 

Construction 

Funding of $221.0 million is proposed for construction, compared to $225.5 
million appropriated in 1989* The road construction and reconstruction program 
will emphasize access for timber sales. Included in the proposal is $1.5 
million for challenge cost share road projects. Trail construction is about 
$2.1 million higher than the FY 1989 program. 

The initial budget includes $17.0 million for facility construction, compared 
to $33 9 Billion appropriated in 1989. In addition to the $7.9 million for 
recreation construction* $7.5 million is proposed from Operation and 
Maintenance of Recreation Facilities for recreation rehabilitation or 
reconstruction, and is based on new legislation to expand user fees, soon to be 
submitted to Congress. 
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Federal Wildland Firefighting 

Proposed legislation in FY 1990 will establish a permanent indefinite 
appropriation, financed from the general fund and offset by deposits of timber 
and onshore mineral receipts to the general fund, for fire protection and 
suppression activities. This will permit essential fire protection activities 
to be paid for without using funds provided for other purposes. Timber and 
mineral receipts, equal to estimated fire costs, would be deducted from total 
receipts prior to calculating State shares. In FY 1990, we estimate that 
timber and mineral receipt sharing payments will be reduced by about 18.4 
percent. 

Protection will continue to be set at a level consistent with other budget 
priorities each year. In 1990 we propose $173*1 million for fire protection. 
Emergency firefighting will continue to be whatever is required, but will be 
financed from the general fund of the Treasury, instead of transfers from 
accounts established for other purposes. 

Challenge Cost-Share 

We have had tremendous success with our challenge cost-share program, and are 
expanding it in our 1990 budget, from $6.5 million in 1989 to $13.5 million in 
1990. In Forest Research we propose $500 thousand, the same as appropriated in 
1989. We are increasing the program for recreation and wildlife. In 
recreation and trails we propose $5.5 million, compared to $3.0 million in 
1989. In wildlife, we propose $6.0 million, compared to $3.0 million in 1989 • 
We are expanding the concept to include road construction in 1990, at a level 
of $1.5 million. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my remarks. I will be happy to answer any 
questions the Committee might have. 
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FY 1990 Fire Program Funding Proposal 
(Dollars In Thousands) 



F1 re Program Costs 

USDA 281,992 

DOI 166,500 

Total 448,492 



Distribution of Reduction In Receipt Sharing Bases 



Receipts 



Percent 

of 
Total 



Deduction from 
Receipt Sharing 
Base 



DOI Timber Receipts 149,800 6.1% 27,579 

DOI Mineral Receipts 890,231 36.5% 163,898 

USDA Timber Receipts 1,316,000 54.0% 242,286 

USDA Minerals Receipts 80,000 3.3% 14,729 

Total 2,436,031 100. 0* 448,492 



257,015 



Calculation of FS Receipt Sharing Payments 



Receipts Subject to Sharing 
Less Fire Funding Offset 
Total 

Receipt Sharing Percentage 

Receipt Sharing Payments 



Current 
Legislation 


Proposed 
Legislation 


1,457,600 
-0- 


1,457,600 
-257,015 


1,457, W0 • 


1,200,58.5 


X 25% 


X 25% 



364,400 



300,146 



The 1990 proposal would result In a reduction In FS receipt sharing 
payments of $64.3 million. It should be noted that only FS timber and 
minerals receipts subject to receipt sharing are reduced before calculating 
the payments. Other FS receipts continue to be shared according to 
existing law. 
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Wildlife Management Institute 

Suite 725, 1101 14th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20005 • 202/371-1808 



LAURENCE R. JAHN 
LONNIE L. WILLIAMSON 



RICHARD E. McCABE 

Secretary 

DANIEL A. POOLE 

Board Chairman 

March 1, 1989 



The Honorable Robert F. Smith 
118 Cannon Office Building 
The House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congre ss man Smith: 

In reviewing 1990 budget requests, we identified a serious threat to an 
essential project-— the elV^ttle/deer/timber interaction study ("The Starkey 
Study") in Oregon. A reduction of $106,000 is propo se d for this heralded 
research being conducted by USDA Forest Service and state cooperators at the 
Starkey Experimental Forest near la Grande. 

Investments have been made in the study totaling near $3 million, 
including $750,000 by the Oregon D epartment of Fish and Wildlife. We 
iBLXJUiueiil strongly that the $106,000 be restored. It is required to collect 
field data to establish base line information essential to evaluate changes 
resulting from various fbresVwildlife experimental tr e a tmen ts . Those 
findings are needed to strengt hen the informational base used to complete the 
next management plans for the National Forests and help ensure multiple 
benefits important to the environment and economy of the Pacific Northwest. 

Sincerely, 



Iaurence R. Jahn 
President 
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UNION COUNTY 



County Court ««,.££{£' 

t MCMM ««fh*«M CAUUK 



JOHN j. HOWARD, CniMy Jurist 

C LESTER. Cwaty OmalMMMr 

LONCMCC "OW SAVMC Cowtv CmMwr 



110« "K" AVENUE LA ORANOE. OREGON »7«80 PHONE <SOS> »«3-100l 



February 23, 1989 



Honorable Robert Smith 
U.S. Representative 
118 Cannon Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Smith: 

The La Grande Forestry and Range Sciences Laboratory has a 
broad research program that provides information on a 
variety of game and non-game wildlife habitat issues, and on 
management of rangeland or forests for forage production. 
Preeminent . among this research is the large elk, cattle, 
deer, and timber interaction research program at the Starkey 
Experimental Forest near La Grande, Oregon. This research 
will provide vitally needed information on animal unit month 
equations for cattle and wild herbivores, on the impact of 
forest management and road use on wildlife, and elk breeding 
information needed by the Oregon Department of Fish & 
Wildlife. 

Because of the importance of this research program, Region 6 
of the Forest Service has invested almost $2 million in 
establishing the study area, and the Oregon Department of 
Fish and Wildlife has invested $750,000 in the study. 

The funding proposed for this unit by the President's FY 
1990 Budget is a reduction of $106,000 for the Planned 
Program Base for the Forest Service. The impact of this 
reduction will be to eliminate much of the resources needed 
to collect field data for the widely publicized 
"Elk/Deer/Cattle/Tiraber Study" (Starkey Study). Inability 
to collect field data during the critical start up phase of 
the study will eliminate base line data needed to understand 
changes caused by various research treatments. 
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Honorable Robert Smith 
February 23, 1989 
Page 2 

The information essential to land-use planning that the 
study was designed to provide will not be available for the 
next round of forest planning. This will result in 
decisions being made that have decided impact on the economy 
and environment of the Pacific Northwest in absence of 
timber management that are required for efficient lard use 
that will indeed provide multiple use. 

We strongly urge you to work to restore this budget cut so 
that the "Star key Study" can be continued. 




Marie C. Lester 
Commissioner 

^-Eorence D. Savage 
Commissioner 



sb 

cc: Dr. Jack Ward Thomas 

Forestry & Range Sciences Laboratory 
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